\% do5F
ORigivy

- APPENDIX J

~ RISK ASSESSMENT

_ Prepared For:
WESTINGHOUSE ELECTRIC CORPORATION
1526 Westinghouse Blvd.

- Gateway Center
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15222

7 Frepared By:

" REMEDIATION TECHNOLOGIES, INC.
3040 William Pitt Way
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15238

ReTeC Project No. E30-489-200

JUNE 1991

AR301747



20

3.0

(Reg)
TABLE OF CONTENTS

DESCRIPTION PAGE

INTRODUCTION . ..ot ittt ittt it ttetieeeneenannannsnns 1-1
11 OVeIVIEW . .ottt ittt it iiie sttt rsenstacnaarannnanns 1-1
12 SiteBackground ..........ciiiiiiiiiiiiii i i 1-1
13 Baseline Site Situations ...........c ittt 1-4
14 Scope ofthe Risk Assessment ..........ccoiiieiinerennnenn. 1-5
15 Organizationof the Report ..........cciiivieenenneeennnnnn. 1-6
IDENTIFICATION OF COMPOUNDS-OF-INTEREST ............... 2-1
2.1 Approach for Identification of Compounds-of-Interest ............ 2-1
2.2  General Site-Specific Data Evaluation Considerations . ............ 2-2
23  Summary of Media-of-Interest ............. ... .. 2-2
231 Surface Soils ..........ciiiiii it i it i 2-3

232 Subsurface Soils ......... ittt e 2-6

233 Groundwater .......ceeieuieencncecinerentaceranaens 2-8

234 Surface WaterandSediment ......................... 2-12

24  Further Reduction of Compounds-of-Interest .................. 2-15
25 Compounds-of-Interest ..........ccvvuunens e ereeiie e 2-17

EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT FOR PUBLIC HEALTH EVALUATION .... 3-1

3.1 Elements of an Exposure Assessmient .. .......coovieeeennrannnn 31
3.2  Potential Sources and Migration Pathways ..................... 3-2
3.2.1 Surface and Shallow Subsurface Soils . ................... 32
322 GrounGwater ......c.ceveeneerveneonnerecnnacseannss 3-4
3.23 Surface Waterand Sediment ............ccivutineannn. 3-6
3.3  Potential Human Receptors and Exposure Pathways ............. 3-6
331 CurrentLand UseScenario .......covvvvviieninnnnn.. 3-7
332 FutureLand UseScenario . .......covivinecnnnenennnn. 3-9
34 Intake ASSUMPHONS .. ...vvvvverenenennnenronsossennsenns 3-10
i

AR301748



4.0

5.0

ORIGINAL

(Red)
TABLE OF CONTENTS
DESCRIPTION PAGE
- ..-3.4.1 Overview of Intake ASSumptions ........oeeveeeeceenan 3-10
3.4.2 Generalized Assumptions for Exposure Analysxs .......... 3-12
3.4.3 Intake Assumptions for Receptors Associated :
with the Current Land Use Scenario ................ ... 3-16
3.4.4 Intake Assumptions for Receptors Associated
with the Future Land Use Scenario ..............cc.... 3-19
3.5 Estimation of Potential Exposure Point Concentrations . ......... 3-19
3.6 EstimatedIntakesandDoses ........c.vvtiittiiiiiiinanns 3-25
3.7 - Uncertainties in the Public Health Exposure Assessment ......... 3-25
3.8  Summary of the Public Health Exposure Assessment ............ 3-31
TOXICITY ASSESSMENT FOR HUMAN HEALTH EVALUATION .... 4-1
4.1 Elements of a Toxicity Assessment . .....cccvveiiiiiinnneenenns 4-1
42  Overview of Chemical Profiles ............cciveiiiiienn. 4-2
43  Toxicity Information for Non-Carcinogenic Effects ............... 4-2
44  Toxicity Information for Carcinogenic Effects ................... 4-4
45  Uncertainties Related to Toxicity Information .................. 4-5
4.6 Summary of Quantitative Indices of Toxicity .. .................. 4-6
4.6.1 Volatile Organics ............ e eeteeeee e, 4-7
462 PCBS ....cvvvevinnenrensnseasonassssaasonannasans 4-9
4.6.3 ' Quantitative Inchces of Toxlcxty ....... bessseacesenenns 4-10
47 Chemlcal-Specxﬁc ARARs D T 4-10
CHARACTERIZATION OF POTENTIAL PUBLIC HEALTH RISKS .... 5-1
5.1 Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations with Chemical-
Specific ARARS ....... e itecenearseanurractneroneannee 5-2
511 Surface Soil .. v vvivenieeiieieienttiieneaatnnn ce.. 52
512 Groundwater ........ccicveeeeeerenascanasssonnacons 5-2
5.13 Surface Water and Sediment ........ oottt 53
ii

§7£53?ﬂ-‘3‘ Z?-ltig



6.0

TABLE OF CONTENTS
DESCRIPTION PAGE
5.2 -Public Health Risk Characterization: Current Land Use
SCeNATIO . ...ttt it e ittt S5-4
5.2.1 On-Site Maintenance WOrkers ... .c.ccovveveenncnneennns 5-4
. 522 NearbyResident Adults ...........oo0ivennnnennnens 5-5
523 NearbyResident Children .........c0vvevieniennneenn, 56
5.2.4 Nearby Resident Young Children ...............c00nn.. 5-8
5.2.5 Distant Off-Site Resident Adults .................0uv.n. 59
5.2.6 Distant Off-Site Resident Children .................... 5-10
5.2.7 Distant Off-Site Resident Young Children ............... 5-11
5.3  Public Health Risk Characterization: Future Land
USE SCENATIO + & v vttt vntstitnienesosonasossssonnosanaass 5-11
53.1 On-Site Industrial Workers ................ .. ... ... 5-12
532 NearbyResidents ........cciiiiiiiiiniinnnenennnn 5-12
5.3.3 Distant Off-Site Resident Adults ...................... 5-13
5.3.4 Distant Off-Site Resident Children .................... 5-14
5.3.5 Distant Off-Site Resident Young Children ............... 5-15
54 Uncertainty Analysis .....ccocveteveeeisnesensonacneanans 5-15
5.4.1 Uncertainties Involving the Selection of Compounds-
of-Interest . ......ovviiiniiiienetreecennennanas 5-16
542 Uncertainties Involving Land Use Scenarios .. ............ 5-17
5.4.3 Uncertainties in the Exposure Assessment ............... 5-20
5.4.4 Uncertainties Associated with the Toxicity Assessment . ..... 5-21
5.45 Uncertainties Associated with the Risk Characterization . . . .. 5-22
5.5 Summary of Public Health Risk Characterization ............... 5-23
ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT ...... R 6-1
6.1 Site Characterization ..........cc.evenveenacoencrocrenenss 61
611 LandUseand Ecology .........cceviiiiinenanannnnn. 6-1
6.1.2 Physical Characteristics of the Plant Site ................. 6-1

AR301750



7.0

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ESCRIPTION PAGE
6.2 . -Ecological Hazard Identification .........ccccceieceecnciaces 6-3
6.2.1 Media-of-Interest ........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6-3
6.2.2 Selection of Compounds-of-Interest ..............oveenn. 6-4
6.2.3 Potential Exposure Pathways ..............coiieninn, 6-5
6.3 Dose/Response ASSESSIMENL .+ cvvevveerocsonsncssssaasasneas 6-5
6.4 Exposure ASSESSMENt ....covvveneceronctasnonsssaaanaonns 6-7
6.4.1 Potential Environmental Receptors e, 6-7
6.4.2 Exposure Point Concentrations ..........ccoeeeeeeeeenn 6-8
6.5  Environmental Risk Characterization ............... P 6-10
6.5.1 Evaluation of Ecological Risks Under Current
Conditions ...... e 6-11
6.5.2 Evaluation of Ecological Risks Under Future
Conditions . ......cevttttniinetrirrtenenceananns 6-12
6.6  Uncertainty in the Ecological Assessment .................. ... 6-13
6.7 Summary of Ecological Risk Characterization .. ................ 6-14
HEALTH-BASED CLEAN-UP LEVELS ..........ciiiiiiiiieennn. 7-1
7.1 Overview..... e it 7-1
72 Methodology ..cvvevvevnneenerneeneranraneronaansncnns 7-1
7.2.1 Methodology for Calculating Clean-Up Levels for
Soilsand Groundwater .........ccoieereiineenncccann 7-1
7.2.2 Methodology for Calculating Clean-Up Levels for
Surface Water and Sediments ...............cciiean.. 7-3
73  Health-Based Clean-Up Levels ................. e 7-4
7.3.1 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for On-Site Surface Soils ..... 7-4
7.3.2 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for Off-Site Groundwater . . . .. 7-4
7.3.3 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for Surface Water .......... 7-7
7.3.4 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for Sediments ............. 77
7.4  Summary of Health-Based Clean-UpLevels . . .....oovevnevenn.. 7-8
iv

ER301751

Rl
lRed)'u



TABLE OF CONTENTS

80 SUMMARY OF RISK ASSESSMENT ......civeveerieenreccnnnns &1
81  Summary of the Human Health Evaluation .................... 81
8.1.1 Compounds-of-Interest .........ccieviieiiiceanennn. 81
812 Exposure ASSESSIIENt ........ccovieevennoansracnsnnss 8-4
8.1.3 Toxicity ASSESSMENt . ......cvveeenocenoenccecnnanans 8-7
8.14 Risk Characterization .........ccoveveeviierennnnenn. 89
82  Summary of the Ecological Assessment ...................... 811
82.1 Compounds-of-Interest ....... e eseaeiet et 811
8.2.2 Ecological Toxicity Assessment ........ccceeeeeevennens 8-11
8.2.3 Ecological Exposure Assessment .........coo0ieenaenen. 812
8.2.4 Ecological Risk Characterization ...................... 8-12
8.2.5 Uncertainty in the Ecological Assessment ............... 8-13
83  Summary of Health-Based Clean-Up Levels .. .vnneeennnn.... 814
90 REFERENCES ......citititiiteteeeatenacsaseasenssonssannans 9-1
APPENDIX A: Laboratory Data
APPENDIX B: Estimation of Exposure Point Concentrations
APPENDIX C: Estimated Intakes and Doses for Potential Human Receptors
APPENDIX D: Chemical Profiles for Compounds-of-Interest
APPENDIX E: Summary of Toxicological Data for Ecological Assessment

AR301752

CititiRAL

(Red)



CRIGINAL
{Red)

LIST OF TABLES

PAGE ESCRIPTION

2-1  Summary of Surface Soil Data

2-2  Summary of Chemicals-of-Interest for On-Site Surface Soils

2-3  Summary of Data for Remate Fill Spout‘ Area Surface Soils

2-4  Summary of Data for Dqg:‘easing Fluid Storage Area Surface Soils
2-5  Summary of Data for Pump House Area Surface Soﬁs |

2-6  Summary of Data for Railfbad Dock Area Surface Soil;

2-7  Summary of Data for Old Waste Drum Storage Area Surface Soils
2-8  Summary of Chemicals-of-Interest for On-Site Surface Soils by Source Area
29  Summary of Subsurface Soil Data

2-10 Summary of Chemical of Interest for On-Site Subsurface Soils
2-11 Summary of Phase I and Phase II Groundwater pam

2-12 Summary of Chemicals-of-Interest for Groundwater

2-13 Summary of Data for On-Site Shallow Groundwater Data

2-14 Summary of Data for On-Site Dccp Groundwater Data

2-15 Summary of Data for Off-Site Shallow Groundwater Data

2-16 Summary of Data for Off-Site Deep Groundwater Data:

2-17 Summary of Phase I and Phase II Surface Water Data

2-18 Summary of Chcmiwls-of-lnterest for Off-Site Surface Water

2-19 Summary of Phase I and Phase I Sediment Data

2-20 Summary of Chemicals-of-Interest for fo-Sité Sediment

2-21 List of Compounds-of-Interest by Media

AR301753



NO.

3-10

3-11

3-12

3-13

3-14

3-15

LIST OF TABLES -
(Continued)

DESCRIPTION

Potential Human Receptors for Current and Future Land Use Conditions
Potential Receptors and Exposure Pathways for the Current Land Use Scenario
Potential Receptors and Exposure Pathways for the Future Land Use Scenario

Summary of Human Inhalation Rates for Men, Women, and Children by Activity
Level (CU. M/HR)

Percentage of Total Body Surface Area by Part of Body
Summary of Intake Equations for On-Site Maintenance Workers
Summary of Intake Parameter Values for On-Site Maintenance Workers

Summary of Intake Equations for Nearby Residents in the Current and Future Land
Use Scenarios

Summary of Intake Parameter Values for Nearby Resident Adults for the Current
and Future Land Use Scenarios

Summary of Intake Parameter Values for Nearby Resident Children for the Current
and Future Land Use Scenarios

Summary of Intake Parameter Values for Nearby Resident Young Children for the
Current and Future Land Use Scenarios

Summary of Intake Equations for Distant Off-Site Residents in the Current and
Future Land Use Scenario

Summary of Intake Parameter Values for Distant Off-Site Resmdent Adults for the
Current and Future Land Use Scenario

Summary of Intake Parameter Values for Distant Off-Site Resident Children for the
Current and Future Land Use Scenario

Summary of Intake Parameter Values for Distant Off-Site Resident Young Children
for the Current and Future Land Use Scenario

i



on HE!, AL
{fied)

LIST OF TABLES
(Continued)

NO. DESCRIPTION

3-16 Locations, Media, Receptors and Exposure Pathways Associated with the Plant Site
3-17 Exposure Point Concentrations for Various Site Media |

4-1 Chemicals-of-Interest for Toxicity Assessment

4-2  Non-carcinogenic Toxicity Data for Compounds-of-Interest

4-3  Health Advisories

4-4  Carcinogenic Toxicity Data

4-5 Toxicity Data for Chemicals-of-Interest

4-6 ARAR:s for the Plant Site

5-1 Comparison of ARARs for the Plant Site to Exposure Point Concentrations for
Compound-of-Interest in Groundwater

5-2  Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for On-Site Maintenance Workers - Current
and Future Scenanos

5-3  Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for On-Site Maintenance Workers -
- Current and Future Scenanos ,

5-4  Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chcmxcal for Nearby Res1dent Adults - Currcnt and
Future Scenarios

5-5 Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Nearby Resident Adults -
Current and Future Scenarios

56 Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for Nearby Resident Children - Current and
Future Scenarios

5-7  Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Nearby Resident Children -
Current and Future Scenanos

5-8  Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemlcal for Nearby Resident Young Children - Current
and Future Scenarios

viii | RR301753



5-10

5-11

5-12

5-13

5-14

5-15

5-16

5-17

5-18

5-19

5-20

521

6-1

LIST OF TABLES
(Continued)

DESCRIPTION

Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Nearby Resident Young
Children - Current and Future Scenarios

Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Adults - Current
Scenario

Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Adults
- Current Scenario

Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Children -
Current Scenario

Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident
Children - Current Scenario

Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Young Children -
- Current Scenario

Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Young
Children - Current Scenario

Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Adults - Future
Scenario '

Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Adults
- Future Scenario

Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Children - Future
Scenario

Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for sttant Off-Site Resident
Children - Future Scenario

Cancer Risk by Pathway by Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Young Children -
- Future Scenario

Chronic Hazard Index by Pathway and Chemical for Distant Off-Site Resident Young
Children - Future Scenario

Summary of Small Mammal Oral Toxicity Data for TCE

ix

ORIGINAL
(Red)

N\

—/

AR301756



8-8

8-9

CRIGINAL
{Rech
LIST OF TABLES
(Continued)

DESCRIPTION

Exposure Point Concentrations for the Ecological Evaluation
Calculated TQ Values for Potential Ecological Effects at the Plant Site

Health Based Cleanup Levels for On-Site Soils Based on Exposures to On-Site
Maintenance Workers in the Current Land Use Scenario

Health Based Cleanup Levels for Groundwater Used for Irrigation of a Garden

Health Based Cleanup Levels for Groundwater Used for a Potable Water Source and
for Irrigation

Summa;y of Health Based Cleanup Levels

Compouhds-of-lnterest fbr ‘Quantitative Risk Assessment

Locations, Media, Receptbr# and Exposure Pathways Associated with the Plant Site
Human Health Exposure Assumptiohs for Current Conditions at the Plant Site
Human Health Exposure Assumptions for Future Conditions at the Plant Site
Exposure Point Concentrations for Various Site Media

Toxicity Data For Chemicals-of-Interest

Comparison of ARARs for the Plant Site to Exposure Point Concentrations for
Compound-of-Interest in Groundwater

Summary of Potential Cancer Risk and Hazard Indices for Receptors at the Plant
Site

Summary of Health Based Cleanup Levels

AR301757



31
6-1
6-2

6-3

LIST OF FIGURES

DESCRIPTION

Site Ibcation Map

Layout and Features of Plant Site
Data Evaluation Procedure

Soil Sampling Locations

Phase I and II Monitoring Well Locations

CRicin
(Rod)

Phase I and II Surface Water/Sediment, Storm Drain, and Roof Sampling Locations

Physical Features of Plant Site

Risks of TCE in Surface Samples Water Samples to Aquatic Biota

Risks of Total Chlorinated Aliphatics in Groundwater to Benthos in Tributaries

Risks of Total Chlorinated Aliphatics in Groundwater to Benthos in Rock Creek

-/



1.0 INTRODUCTION

11 OVERVIEW

This report presents a risk assessment for the Westinghouse Elevator Plant Site (Plant
site) located in Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. This site is the location of an elevator and
escalator components manufacturing plant. Subsequent site investigations have examined
potential contamination of soils, groundwater, surface water and sediments either on-site or
in the immediate vicinity of the site.

A risk assessment is an important part of the Remedial Investigation and Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) process. The objective of the risk assessment is to identify potential human
health and ecological effects that would be associated with the site if no remedial action
were taken. This assessment will justify the selection of the "no action" alternative as a
remedial action, if the potential human health and ecological effects associated with the
Plant site in its current state are judged to be acceptable. If remedial action is judged to be
necessary, then the risk assessment will help identify media requiring remedial action. In
addition, the risk assessment provides the baseline for evaluating the risk reduction that can
be achieved from different remedial actions (or remedial alternatives). The risk assessment
can also be used to help identify residual levels (or concentrations) of compounds in
different media that are protective of human health and the environment. These residual
levels can be used to set clean-up levels in a specific medium where remedial action would
be required if the residual level is exceeded.

12  SITE BACKGROUND

This section presents background information on the Plant site. First, the histofy of
the Plant site is briefly reviewed. Next, past site investigations are summarized.

Site History

The Westinghouse Elevator Plant was constructed in 1968 as an elevator and

escalator component manufacturing operation. Westinghouse operated the plant until 1988

when operations were sold to Schindler Holdings, A. G., the current operator. The Plant
site is located approximately 1.5 miles from Gettysburg, in Cumberland Township, Adams
County, Pennsylvania. The plant setting relative to Gettysburg is provided in Figure 1-1.
The site is approximately 90 acres in size and is located in a semirural area with some

1-1
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residential and light industrial development. Figure 1-2 provides the layout and physical
features for the site. The operations at the site have remained essentially unchanged since
startup in 1968 until the present except for a change from trichloroethene (TCE) to 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (TCA) in 1975 as'the primary solvent used in degreasing. These operations
include parts receiving, parts preparation, and final assembly into products. The preparation
processes at the site include degreasing, priming and painting, the application of an
acoustical coating to components, and the application of adhesives and insulation board to
elevators. The raw materials for these processes include various solvents, paints, cutting and
lubricating oils, and insulating material. The waste materials generated at the plant include
spent solvents, paint sludges, spent oils and grease, and insulation pieces. As stated above,
prior to 1975 the degreasing operations utilized a TCE based solvent. After 1975, the
process changed and a 1,1,1-TCA based solvent was used. The spent solvent was
containerized and shipped off-site for disposal.

" The Plant site also used TCE in its Triclene phosphatizing process. This process was
used for producing a crystalline iron phosphate layer on steel for corrosion protection. This
coating process preceded paint-booth operations. Spent compounds resulting from this
process were containerized and shipped off-site for disposal. The Triclene process was also
discontinued in 1975. Painting was with a lead chromate primer. Excess paint was collected
using a wet scrubber system. Prior to 1984, the scrubber waste was discharged directly to
the municipal sewer system. After 1984, the scrubber waste water was treated to remove
heavy metals prior to discharge to the sewer. The treatment involved the addition of
emulsion breakers, reducing agents, caustic soda, and flocculants in the waste stream. This
treatment resulted in the formation of a sludge containing zinc, lead, chromium, and other
heavy metals. This sludge was containerized and shipped off-site for disposal.

The sound deadening or acoustical coating process utilized a polymer
(hydroxystyrene) matrix that contained copper and was sold under the trade name of
Spraylat. The process generated waste waters and excess Spraylat that was containerized
and shipped ofi-site for disposal.. The final process involved the application of adhesives and
insulation. The insulation used prior to 1972 contained asbestos, but its use was
discontinued thereafter. Excess adhesives and insulation generated from this process were
containerized and shipped off-site for disposal. o

Prior to 1981, drummed spent waste materials were stored in an area located in the
southern portion of the plant, presently referred to as the Old Waste Drum Storage Area,
prior to off-site shipment for disposal. Currently waste materials are stored in drums near
the shipping docks on a covered, diked, concrete pad referred to as the Hazardous Waste
Drum Storage Area.

12 AR301760
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Environmental concern began in 1983 when local residents, near the Plant site,
complained to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER). Site
investigations began in 1983 when the PADER sampled groundwater at the plant and in
nearby residential wells. Volatile organic compounds were detected in groundwater near the
plant. Afterwards, samples of surface water, soils, and groundwater were obtained that
confirmed the presence of volatile organics in these media. Surface water and sediment
sampling was performed in 1984 by Westinghouse. In addition, ten bedrock groundwater
wells were constructed by R.E. Wright, Associates, on behalf of Westinghouse, for
monitoring groundwater at the site. In 1987, Westinghouse entered into a.consent
agreement with the U.S. EPA to perform a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS)
of the site. Investigative activities associated with the RI/FS began in December, 1988. As
stated previously, Westinghouse sold the operations and leased the property to Schindler
Holdings, A.G.

Three voluntary remedial actions have been implemented. In 1983, a soil removal
operation was implemented that involved removal of soil from the railroad dock and
pumphouse areas. This action was halted by the PADER shortly thereafter until a formal
investigation was approved. Between 1984 and 1987, Westinghouse installed water mains
along Boyd’s School Road, Table Rock Road, Biglerville Road, Cedar Avenue, Maple
Avenue, and Apple Avenue. In 1984, a groundwater pump and treat system was installed
and operated that utilized an air stripping unit to remove volatiles. The effluent from this
system is released, via a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit,
to the Northern Tributary.

Site Investigations

A number of investigations have been performed at the Plant site. The investigations
from which data have been generated for the Plant site include the historical investigations
conducted at the site (briefly discussed above), the RI/FS Phase I investigation, and the
RI/FS Phase II investigation. The historical investigations at the Plant site include all
sampling efforts prior to the RI/FS Phase I investigation. These sampling efforts were
conducted by Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (PADER), U.S. EPA
Region HI, Westinghouse, and Westinghouse consultants (i.e., R.E. Wright Associates). On
March 10, 1987, Westinghouse entered into a Consent Agreement with the EPA to perform
an RI/FS of the site.. Phase I sampling efforts at the Plant site were initiated in November
1988 by Paul C. Rizzo Associates, consultant for Westinghouse. Phase II sampling efforts
began in August, 1990 by Rizzo Associates and were completed in the fall of 1990.

13 AR301761
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These site investigaﬁéﬁé: have generated an extensivé athount of site data. Samples
have been collected from on-site soil, groundwater, and off-site groundwater, surface water
and sediments. A niumber of potential source areas were identified prior to the Phase I
investigation. These potential source areas include:

¢ " Remote Tank Fill Line Area;
. Degreasing Fluid Storage Tank Area;
. Pumphouse Area;
e Railroad Dock Area; and
. Old Waste Drum Storage Area.

The source areas are presented in Figure 1-2. Data from both the Phase I and II
investigations indicates that, overall, the concentrations of compounds-of-interest in these
areas are low. With regard to on-site groundwater contamination, this suggests that an
alternative source area exists that is contributing to groundwater contamination. The results
of the Phase I and II investigations show that groundwater beneath the site contained
detectable concentrations of compounds-of-interest. Potentially, the affected off-site media
include off-site groundwater and surface water in the Eastern Tributary of Rock Creek.
Based on the Phase II Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Plant site (Rizzo, 1990), the
following compounds-of-interest have been identified for the Plant site:

. target compound list (TCL) volatiles;
. bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate; and
. polychlorinated biphenyls (in pumphouse area soils only).

13  BASELINE SITE SITUATIONS =

For the purpose of the risk assessment, the Plant site is evaluated based on existing
site conditions and as if no further remedial actions have been implemented or are intended
to be implemented. In other words, this risk assessment assumes that no remedial action
has been implemented, with the exception of the soil removal actions and the groundwater
pump and treatment system that has been designed and installed on-site as an interim
remedial measure. In addition, the installed water mains and water treatment filters that
have been supplied and installed for local residents as an interim remedial measure will also
be considered in this risk assessment with regard to current off-site potential residential
groundwater uses. ' " '

1-4

AR301762



Ch; 'GIA,“

14 SCOPE OF THE RISK ASSESSMENT 69

As identified above, previous investigations at the Plant site have resulted in an
extensive data set. Analytical data exists for several soil, groundwater surface water and
sediment samples that have been obtained during the historical site investigation, and the
RI/FS Phase I and Phase II investigations. Overall, the data set for the Plant site provides
an adequate basis for performing the risk assessment.

A comprehensive quantitative risk assessment is required as part of the RI/FS at the
Plant site to characterize potential on-site and off-site human health risks and ecological
effects both now and in the future. Data from site investigations indicate that compounds
have been detected in both on-site and off-site media. Therefore, this risk assessment is
intended to provide a comprehensive assessment of the potential existing and future human
health and ecological effects resulting from constituents detected in on-site and off-site
media.

This risk assessment is presented in two parts: 2 human health effects evaluation and
an ecological effects evaluation. The elements of the human health effects evaluation
include:

. identification of compounds-of-interest;
. human health exposure assessment;
. human health toxicity assessment; and

. characterization of potential human health risks.

This study design conforms with current U.S. EPA guidance for conducting a human health
evaluation (EPA, 1989). Determination of the compounds-of-interest is based on a detailed
data validation and evaluation exercise using current EPA guidance (EPA, 1989). The
human health exposure assessment includes:

. characterization of the exposure setting; ,

. identification of potential sources and migration pathways;

. identification of potential receptors and exposure pathwa)"s; and
. quantification of potential intakes.

The toxicity assessment consists of two steps: hazard identification; and dose-response
evaluation. Hazard identification is the determination of potential adverse health effects
from exposure to a compound. Dose-response evaluation is the determination of the
relationship between the dose of a compound and the incidence of a health effect from that

1-5
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dose. Dose-response evaluation results in a numerical index:of toxicity, such as a cancer
slope factor or reference dose (sece Section 4 for a definition of cancer slope factor and
reference dose).

Risk characterization combines the estimates of intake with the numerical indices of
toxicity to develop numerical estimates of risk. Risk characterization also requires the
consideration of uncertainty in the analysis. Uncertainty is important for qualifying and
interpreting the results. S

The elements of the ecological effects evaluation are similar to those identified for
the human health evaluation (identification of compounds of environmental interest,
assessment of ecological exposure, assessment of ecological toxicity, and characterization of
potential ecological risks). Differences arise in the methodologies used to determine
ecologically relevant exposures and risk. ' The ecological toxicity assessment has a similar
structure as the human health toxicity asséssment but its content includes potential effects
of the compounds-of-interest to ecological receptors rather than to human receptors.

1.5 ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Section 2.0 of this report presents the compounds-of-interest in different media
resulting from the data validation and evaluation exercise. Section 3.0 is the human health
exposure assessment and Section 4.0 is the human health toxicity assessment. Section 5.0
discusses the results of the human health risk characterization. Section 6.0 is the ecological
exposure and toxicity assessment and Section 7.0 presents the results of the ecological risk
characterization. Section 8.0 presents a summary of the human health and ecological risk
assessment.

1
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2.0 IDENTIFICATION OF COMPOUNDS-OF-INTEREST

2.1 APPROACH FOR IDENTIFICATION OF COMPOUNDS-OF-INTEREST

This section involves a review of analytical data, obtained from site investigations, to
1) Identify the compounds that are likely to be site related; and 2) Determine whether
reported concentrations for the analytical data are of acceptable quality for use in the
quantitative risk assessment (EPA, 1989a). This evaluation involves a review of analytical
methods, detection limits, blank samples and background samples. The result of this
evaluation is a list of compounds-of-interest for quantitative risk assessment. This data
evaluation is conducted in accordance with current EPA guidance on data evaluation (EPA,
1989a). The data evaluation procedure includes:

. Information was segregated into data sets by medium. The data were
considered separately for each medium since different analytical
procedures were used for each medium.

. For each data set, the analytical methods were evaluated for their
suitability for risk assessment.

. For each data set, the quantitation limits were evaluated for their
suitability for risk assessment.

. For each data set, qualified or coded data were evaluated.

. For each data set, data from field samples were compared with field
and laboratory blanks.

. For each data set, tentatively identified compounds, if they were
reported, were evaluated.

. For each data set, field samples were compared with background
samples, when available.

The outcome of this procedure is a list of compounds-of-interest for each medium that is

used for quantitative risk assessment. Figure 2-1 presents a schematic of the data evaluation
process.
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At the conclusion of the formal evalvation procediire, the data was subjected to a
final screening, based on current EPA guidance (EPA, 1989a), to eliminate compounds that
may have been detected in one medium but, because they were detected at low
concentrations and in only one or a few samples, were not considered to be relevant for
estimating potential risks at the Plant site. = A final list of compounds-of-interest for
quantitative risk assessment was then assembled by medium. A master list of compounds-of-
interest was assembled that includes all compounds-of-interest by medium. This master list
of compounds-of-interest formed the basis for assembling quantitative indices of toxicity in
the toxicity assessment presented in Section 4. '

22  GENERAL SITE-SPECIFIC DATA EVALUATION CONSIDERATIONS

The data from the Phase I and Phase Il site investigation was combined, grouped by
media and subjected to the data evaluation. Analytical data from only the Phase I and II
investigations were used for the following reasons: 1) The analytical data from the historical
investigations were obtained six to seven years ago; 2) Data obtained prior to the Phase I
investigation was taken prior to the implementation of interim remedial response actions and
is not considered representative of existing site conditions (conditions following the interim
remedial measures taken at the site); and 3) The historical data was not subjected to a
standard laboratory QA/QC procedure which is necessary to validate the data for risk
assessment.

23  SUMMARY OF MEDIA-OF-INTEREST
The analytical data collected in the Phase I and Phase II site invcsﬁgations were

combined and grouped by environmental media to provide an overall understanding of the
presence of compounds-of-interest at the Plant site. The environmental media include:

. soils;
¢  groundwater,;
. surface water; and

. sediment.

Short physical descriptions of the data evaluation procedure used to summarize each
medium are presented below. -
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Soils
All soil samples were taken on-site and are summarized by depth. Surface soils, (i.e.,
samples taken from the surface or from a composite sample from 0 to a two foot depth) and

subsurfac¢ soil (ie., samples taken from two feet to fifteen feet) were summarized
separately.

Groundwater

Groundwater samples were summarized separately for on-site and off-site locations
and at two depths, shallow and deep. '

Surface Water and Sediment

Surface water and sediment samples were collected from two off-site intermittent
streams in the vicinity of the Plant site.

23.1 Surface Soils

Surface soil samples were taken during the Phase I and Phase II investigations. The
analytical data has been combinec for data evalvation. Phase I surface soil samples
consisted of composite samples taken throughout the source areas. Soil samples were taken
from the surface at three to six locations within a source area, then combined and
homogenized. From this mixture, a sample was collected and submitted for chemical
analysis. Phase II soil samples were taken from soil borings or test pits. These samples
consisted of composited material from a two feet depth interval. Surface soils were assumed
to be those samples which comprise the 0 to 2 foot interval. Samples taken below two foot
were considered subsurface samples. Figure 2-2 shows the on-site locations of the Phase 1
and Phase II samples. The samples are summarized both as a group and also by distinct
areas to focus the identification of compounds-of-interest by source area. This "focused”
evaluation of compounds-of-interest by area is discussed at the end of this section.
Analytical data for the Phase I and Phase II investigations can be found in Appendix A.

Evaluation of On-Site Surface Soil Samples as a Group

As identified above, the data evaluation procedure for surface soil samples considered
the following:
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. evaluation of analytical methods;

. evaluation of quantitation limits;

. evaluation of qualified or coded data;

e  comparison of field and laboratory blanks with field samples;
¢ evaluation of tentatively identified compounds (TICs); and

¢ comparison of samples with background.

The first step in the data validation process is the evaluation of analytical methods. As
identified in the Phase II Sampling and Analysis Plan (Rizzo, 1990), the chemicals of interest
for the Phase II investigation are the target compound list (TCL) volatile organics, bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate and PCBs. Soil sample anal)}ses were conducted using EPA analytical
methods, including analysis by GC/MS for the volatile and semi-volatile organics and GC for
the PCBs. The data included QA/QC support (lab blanks, trip blanks, matrix spikes, etc.)
and one background soil sample. The analytical methods and techniques used for both the
Phase I and Phase II investigations are adequate for risk assessment purposes.

Table 2-1 provides a summary table of the analytical data from Phase I and Phase
II for on-site surface soil samples. The summary includes the number of samples, the
number of positive hits per compound in the samples, the minimum and maximum detection
limits and the minimum and maximum concentrations detected in the sample. The
compounds detected in at least one surface soil sample include:

. methylene chloride;
. acetone;

. 1,1-dichloroethane;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane

. xylenes;
. bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate; and

. PCB-1254.

The second data evaluation step involves evaluation of sample analytical detection
limits. Sample analytical detection limits refer to the specific detection limits reported by
‘the laboratory for a specific compound for a specific sample. Practical quantitation limits
refer to the limit of detection for a particular analytical method based on the limits for the
extraction procedures and equipment limitations. Sample analytical detection limits
represent the accuracy of a particular test on a sample, whereas, practical quantitation limits
represent goals for a test based on the limitations of the equipment. The analytical
detection limits for the on-site surface soil samples ranged from:
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. 5.61 to 1333 ppb (dry weight) for the individual TCL volatile compounds,
. 0.4 ppm for bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and _ .
. 96.39 to 201.01 ppbd for the PCB’s. -/

Based on the sample matrix, practical quantitation limits for low concentration soil and
sediment volatile organics range from 5 to 100 ppb (EPA SW-846, 1986). The soil samples,
for the most part, are within this range, although one soil sample, PTB-11 (0 - 1 foot), had
detection limits for some volatiles that exceeded this recommended range. The sample
analytical detection limits for these compounds exceeded the recommended range due to the
levels of xylene in this sample which required dilution of the sample extract. Detection limits
for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and PCB’s were within acceptable ranges. Overall the
detection limits are considered acceptable for the risk assessment.

The third validation step included evaluation of qualified or coded data. The Phase
I and Phase II surface soil samples were not qualified with standard EPA qualifiers in the
reports obtained from the laboratory. Samples that were below the detection limit were
signified with a less than (<) sign.

The fourth validation step involves comparison with field and laboratory blanks.
Comparison of concentrations detected in the blanks with concentrations detected in the
samples was done to exclude any non-site related contaminants. One method blank was —/
analyzed during the Phase II investigation, however, all compounds were below the sample
analytical detection limit in this sample.

The fifth step of the data evaluation procedure includes evaluation of tentatively
identified compounds (TICs). TICs were not reported for any media at the Plant site.

The sixth step of the data evaluation procedure involves a comparison of samples
with background concentrations. One background sample was taken during the Phase I
investigation. Methylene chloride was detected in the background sample at a concentration
of 32.79 ppb, tetrachloroethene was detected at a concentration of 10.09 ppb and toluene
was detected at a concentration of 6.31 ppb. Based on the above evaluation, a preliminary
list of compounds-of-interest for on-site surface soil samples for quantitative risk assessment
is presented in Table 2-2.

Evaluation of Surface Soil Samples by Potential Source Area

As stated above, surface soil analytical data was also evaluated for each potential
source area. This focused evaluation was performed because the potential source areas are -/
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physically separated from each other and the list of compounds-of-interest for each area is
also likely to differ (i.e., the Sampling and Analysis Plan identified PCB as a compound of
interest only for the Pump House Area soils). The surface soil samples were separated into
five areas to further focus the risk assessment showing contaminated versus uncontaminated
areas. Thpse, areas include:

. Remote Tank Fill Line Area;

. Degreasing Fluid Storage Tank Area;
. Pumphouse Area;

. Railroad Dock Area; and

. Old Waste Drum Storage Area. -

Each area was then summarized to include the number of samples, the number of positive
hits per compound in the samples, the minimum and maximum detection limits and the
minimum and maximum concentrations detected in the sample. Tables 2-3 through 2-7
present a summary of data for each source area. Table 2-8 identifies the compounds-of-
interest associated with each area. As seen in the data summary tables (2-3 through 2-7),
no compounds-of-interest are associated with the Degreasing Fluid Storage Tank Area
surface soils. Only methylene chloride (i.e., 2 common lab contaminant) is associated with
" the Remote Tank Fill Line Area surface soil and the Old Waste Drum Storage Area surface
soil. The Railroad Dock Area surface soils had only acetone and xylenes. The compounds-
of-interest for Pump House Area surface soils include methylene chloride, 1,1-
dichloroethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and PCB Arochlor 1254.
Risks calculated for on-site surface soils will address each of these areas individually.

23.2 Subsurface Soils

Subsurface soil samples (from 2-15’) were taken during the Phase II investigation.
The analytical data from these samples has been combined for data evaluation. Figure 2-2
shows the on-site locations of these samples. As can be seen in the figure, the areas of
interest include the source areas identified in Section 2.4, as well as the former pond area
in the front of the plant building. The analytical data for the Phase II investigation is found
in Appendix A. ' |

Unlike the data evaluation for surface soils, a focused evaluation was not performed
for subsurface soil samples. The reasons for not performing a focused evaluation of
subsurface soils are; 1) The likelihood of direct contact exposures to subsurface soils at this
site is low, and 2) A preliminary review of the data indicates that concentrations of
compounds-of-interest in subsurface soil are low and are not indicative of a potential source
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area for groundwater contamination. The evaluation of subsurface soil analytical data
included the following: _ u
. evaluation of analytical methods;
e evaluation of quantitation limits;
s  evaluation of qualified or coded data;

. comparison of blank data with samples;
. evaluation of tentatively identified compounds (TICs); and
. comparison of samples with background.

The subsurface soil samples were submitted for chemical analysis for TCL volatile
organics, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate and PCBs. Sample analyses were conducted using EPA
analytical methods, including analysis by GC/MS for the volatile and semi-volatile organics

‘and GC for the PCBs and extensive QA/QC support. These analytical methods and
techniques are adequate for risk assessment purposes.

Table 2-9 provides a summary of the Phase II on-site subsurface data. The summary
includes the number of samples, the number of positive hits per compound in the samples,
the minimum and maximum detection limits and the minimum and maximum concentrations
detected in the sample. The compounds detected in at least one subsurface soil sample

include: : \/

. methylene chloride;

. acetone;

. 1,1-dichloroethene;

. 1,1-dichloroethane;

. 1,2-dichloroethene;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethene; and
J trichloroethene.

The sample analytical detection limits for the on-site subsurface soil samples ranged
from:

. 5.13 to 12.11 ppb for the individual TCL volatile compounds,
. 0.4 ppm for bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and
. 86.58 to 174.42 ppb for the PCB's.

These sample analytical detection limits are well within the EPA recommended range of
precision and are considered acceptable for the risk assessment. \/
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The Phase II subsurface soil samples were not qualified with standard EPA qualifiers
by the laboratory. Samples that were below the detection limit were designated with a less
than (<) sign.

A comparison of concentrations detected in the blanks with concentrations detected
in the samples was dome to exclude any non-site related contaminants (e, lab
contaminants). One method blank was analyzed during the Phase II mvesugatlon, all
compounds were below the detection limit in the blahk. :

TICs were not evaluated in any media at the Plant site. One background sample was
taken during the Phase I investigation. Methylene chloride was detected in the background
sample at a concentration of 32.79 ppb, tetrachloroethane was detected at a concentration
of 10.09 ppb and toluene was detected at a concentration of 6.31 ppb. Based on the above
evaluation, a preliminary list of compounds-of-interest in on-site subsurface soil samples for
quantitative risk assessment is presented in Table 2-10.

233 Groundwater

Groundwater samples were analyzed during the Phase I and Phase II investigations.
These data sets were combined for data evaluation. Figure 2-3 presents the groundwater
sampling locations for the Phase I and Phase Il investigations. As can be seen in the figure,
areas both on-site and off-site are included. Evaluation of the analytical data from the
groundwater samples considered the following:

e  evaluation of analytical methods;

. evaluation of quantitation limits;

. evaluation of qualified or coded data;

. comparison of blank data with samples;

. evaluation of tentatively identified compounds (TICs); and

. comparison of samples with background.

Data evaluation was initially done on all groundwater samples combined. A separate
evaluation was then done for on-site and off-site locations by depth, i.c., shallow and deep.
The evaluation of groundwater data by location and depth was done torfurther identify the
nature and extent of contamination. :

Evaluation of Groundwater Data

Groundwater samples were submitted for chemical analysis for TCL volatile organics
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and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Sample analyses were conducted using EPA analytical
methods, including analysis by GC/MS with QA/QC support. These analytical methods and
techniques are adequate for risk assessment purposes.

Table 2-11 provides a summary of groundwater data from both the Phase I and Phase
Il investigations. The summary includes the number of samples, the number of positive hits
per compound in the samples, the minimum and maximum detection limits and the
minimum and maximum concentrations detected in the sample. The compounds detected
in one or more groundwater samples include:

. acetone;

. carbon disulfide;

. 1,1-dichloroethene;
. 1,1-dichloroethane;
. 1,2-dichloroethene;
. 1,2-dichloroethane;

. 2-butanone;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane;
* trichloroethene;

. toluene; and

. bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.

The sample analytical detection limits for the on-site shallow groundwater samples
ranged from:

. 5 to 1000 ppb for the individual TCL volatile compounds, and
. 10 to 20 ppb for bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.

Based on the sample matrix, practical quantitation limits for low concentration groundwater
volatile organics range from $ to 100 ppb (EPA SW-846, 1986). Volatile organic compounds
in the groundwater samples, for the most part, are within this range. However, one sample,
PMW-9A, had sample analytical detection limits which exceed the practical quantitation
limits for some compounds. The detection limits were higher due to the levels of volatiles
in this sample. Detection limits for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate were well within EPA

acceptable ranges. Overall the detection limits are considered acceptable for the risk

assessment.

The Phase I and Phase II groundwater samples were not qualified with standard EPA

N\

qualifiers by the laboratory. Samples that were below the detection limit were signified with /
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a less than (<) sign.

Comparison of concentrations detected in the blanks with concentrations detected in
the samples was done to exclude any non-site related contaminants. Thirteen equipment,
trip or method blanks were analyzed during the Phase I and Phase II investigations. Three
equipment blanks were analyzed. No compounds were detected in the equipment blanks.
Five trip blanks were also analyzed. No compounds were detected in two of these trip
blanks. Three trip blanks identified methylene chloride at concentrations of 25 ppb, 11 ppb
and 10 ppb. Five method blanks were analyzed. No compounds were detected in four of
these method blanks. One method blank identified methylene chloride at a concentration
of 14 ppb.

Methylene chloride in the blank samples was attributed to laboratory contamination
as it is a common lab contaminant.

TICs were not reported for any media at the Plant site. Groundwater wells PMW-3A
and PMW-7A could be considered as shallow background monitoring wells while monitoring
wells PMW-4, PMW-5, and PMW-6 could be considered deep background monitoring wells,
although all of these wells are located on-site and in the vicinity of the plant. No
background groundwater wells were placed in off-site locations.

The analytical results from these shallow on-site wells show only detectable levels of
methylene chloride at 23 ppb in PMW-3A during the Phase II investigation. A review of
data for the on-site deep background groundwater wells shows low levels of acetone in wells
PMW-4 (14 ppb) and PMW-5 (13 ppb) during the Phase II investigation. It should be noted
that, although acetone and methylene chloride were found in numerous blank samples and
background samples, both of these compounds are common laboratory contaminants and
these compounds are not believed to be compounds-of-interest from plant operations or to
actually be present in blank samples or background groundwater. Based on the above
evaluation, a preliminary list of potential compounds-of-interest for groundwater samples for
quantitative risks assessment is presented in Table 2-12.

Evaluation of On-Site Groundwater Data

On-site shallow and deep groundwater data were collected during the Phase I and
Phase II investigations. A summary of the shallow and deep on-site groundwater data is
presented below.

Shallow Groundwater Data. Table 2-13 provides a summary of on-site shallow groundwater
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data from both the Phase I and Phase II investigations. The compounds detected in one or
more shallow samples include: . u

J acetone;

*  carbon disulfide;

e 1,1-dichloroethene;

. 1,1-dichloroethane;

. 1,2-dichloroethene;

. 1,2-dichloroethane;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane;

. trichloroethene; and

. bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.

The compounds found at the highest concentrations were trichloroethene at 54,000 ppb,
1,1,1-trichloroethane at 3200 ppb, 1,1-dichloroethane at 3200 ppb, and 1,2-dichloroethene
(total) at 800 ppb. It should be noted that these concentrations were observed during the
Phase I investigation when the groundwatcr treatment system had not been operating for
a period of 18 months. Lower concentrations were observed for all of these compounds
during the Phase II investigation.

Deep Groundwater Data. Table 2-14 provides a summary table of the Phase I and Phase N—
11 investigation on-site deep groundwater samples. The compounds that were detected in
at least one deep groundwater sample include:

. acetone;

° carbon disulfide;

. 1,1-dichloroethene;

. 1,1-dichloroethane;

U 1,2-dichloroethene;

. 1,2-dichloroethane;

o 2-butanone;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane;
. trichloroethene;

. toluene; and
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e bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. | ey

The compounds found at the highest concentrations were trichloroethene at 45,000 ppb
. (note this was from monitoring well PMW-1 that, during the Phase I investigation, was
screened over both the shallow and deep zones), 1,1,1-trichloroethane at 6000 ppb, 1,1-
dichloroethane at 3200 ppb, and 1,2-dichloroethene (total) at 330 ppb. It should be noted
that, as identified above for the on-site shallow groundwater, these concentrations were
observed during the Phase I investigation when the groundwater treatment system had not
been operating for a period of 18 months.

Evaluation of Off-Site Groundwater Data

Off-site groundwater data was obtained during the Phase II investigations. A
summary of shallow and deep groundwater is presented below.

Shallow Groundwater Data. Table 2-15 provides a summary of the Phase II investigation
results for off-site shallow groundwater samples. The only compound detected in ofi-site
shallow groundwater was acetone at 15 ppb at monitoring well PMW-11A.

Deep Groundwater Data. Table 2-16 provides a summary of the Phase II investigation for
ofi-site deep groundwater samples. The compounds detected in at least one sample in off-
site groundwater include:

. acetone;

. 1,1-dichlorocthene;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane; and
. trichloroethene.

The maximum concentrations observed for these compounds were 230 ppb for
trichloroethene, 7 ppb for 1,1,1-trichloroethane, and 6 ppb for 1,1-dichloroethene.

2.3,4 Surface Water and Sediment

Surfaée water and sediment samples were analyzed during both Phase I and Phase
II investigations. Figure 2-4 present the surface water and sediment sampling locations

during the Phase I and II investigations. Evaluation of the analytical data from the surface

water and sediment samples included the following:

. evaluation of analytical methods;
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. evaluation of quantitation limits;
. evaluation of qualified or coded data;

. comparison of blank data with samples;
. evaluation of tentatively identified compounds (TICs); and
e  comparison of samples with background.

Surface water and sediment data are evaluated separately below.
Surface Water

Surface water samples were submitted for analysis for TCL volatile organics and
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Sample analyses were conducted using EPA analytical methods,
including analysis by GC/MS and extensive QA/QC support. These analytical methods and
techniques are adequate for risk assessment purposes.

Table 2-17 provides a summary table of the Phase I and Phase II investigation of off-
site surface water samples. The summary includes the number of samples, the number of
positive hits per compound in the samples, the minimum and maximum detection limits and
the minimum and maximum concentrations detected in the sample. The compounds
detected in at least one off-site surface water sample include:

. acetone; and
<. trichloroethene.

The analytical detection limits for the off-site surface water samples ranged from:

. 5 to 10 ppb for TCL volatile compounds, and
. 10 to 20 ppb for bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.

The detection limits are well within EPA recommended practical quantitation limits and are
acceptable for risk assessment. |

Phase I and Phase II surface water samples were not qualified with standard EPA
qualifiers from the laboratory. Samples that were below the detection limit were signified
with a less than (<) sign.

A comparison of concentrations detected in the blanks with concentrations detected
in the samples was done to exclude any non-site related contaminants. One method blank
and two equipment blanks were analyzed for comparison with surface water samples. One
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equipment blank had a concéntration of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate of 3,000 pg/L. The
second equipment blank had detectable levels of acetone at 10 pg/L and carbon disulfide
at 5 pg/L. As discussed above, additional method blanks and QA/QC samples were taken

. during the groundwater investigations that are appropriate for evaluating the quality of

~

surface water sample data.

TICs were not reported for any media at the Plant site. Background samples were
taken at SW-5 during the Phase II investigation. Acetone was detected at 17 ppb in the
background sample. Based on the above evaluation, a list of compounds-of-interest for off-
site surface water samples for qualitative risk assessment is presented in Table 2-18.

Sediment

Off-site sediment samples were submitted for analysis of TCL volatile organics and
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Sample analyses were conducted using EPA analytical methods,
including analysis by GC/MS These analytwal methods and techniques are adequate for risk
assessment purposes.

Table 2-19 provides a summary table of the Phase I and Phase II investigation off-site
sediment samples. The summary includes the number of samples, the number of positive
hits per compound in the samples, the minimum and maximum detection limits and the
minimum and maximum concentrations detected in the sample. The chemicals that were
detected in at least one sediment sample include:

. methylene chloride;

. acetone; and

. bls(2-ethylhexyl)phtha]atc

The analy’aca] detectmn hmlts for the on-site surfacc soil samples ranged from:

. 6.18 to 22.08 ppb for TCL volatile compounds, and
. 0.41 to 0.52 ppm for bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate.

Detection limits for TCL volatile bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate were thhm acceptable ranges.

The Phase I and Phase 1I sediment sainplés were not qualified with standard EPA
qualifiers. Samples that were below the detection limit were signified with a less than (<)

sign.
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Comparison of concentrations detected in the blanks with concentrations detected in
the samples was done to exclude any non-site related contaminants. Two method blanks
were analyzed during the Phase I investigation. No compounds were detected in these
method blanks. As discussed above, additional QA/QC sampling was done for the soil
investigation that are appropriate for evaluating the quality of sediment data.

: TICs were not evaluated in any media at the Plant site. A background sample was
analyzed at SED-5. Acetone was detected in the background sample at 34 ppb. Based on
the above evaluation, a preliminary list of compounds-of-interest for sediment samples for
quantitative risk assessment is presented in Table 2-20.

24 FURTHER REDUCTION OF COMPOUNDS-OF-INTEREST

~ The Risk Assessment Guidance document (EPA, 1989a) allows for reduction of the
list of compounds-of-interest once the data evaluation process has taken place. Reduction
in the list of compounds-of-interest was performed in order to conduct the risk assessment
with the most precise and realistic set of compounds-of-interest for the site. The Risk
Assessment Guidance (EPA, 1989a) suggests elimination of a compound from the
quantitative risk assessment if: 1) It is detected infrequently, i.e., detected in one or perhaps
two of the environmental media sampled; 2) It is not detected in any other sampled media
or at high concentrations; and 3) There is no reason to believe that the compound may be
present. Based on this guidance, the following compounds were eliminated from the list of
compounds-of-interest. '

TCL Volatiles

The list of 34 volatile organics on the target compound list were subjected to the data
evaluation procedure. Twelve of the compounds were detected in at least one media.
Several of the compounds detected were found infrequently in the various media sampled
at the Plant site.

Methylene Chloride Detected in on-site surface and subsurface soils and off-site
' sediments. Methylene chloride is a common laboratory
contaminant and was detected in several blanks. It was detected
in the background soil sample (SS-BACK) and the concen-
trations in these samples were less than 10 times the practical

quantitation limit.
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Acetone Detected in on-site soils, on:site and off-site groundwater,
surface water and sediments. Acetone is a common lab
contaminant. It was detected in various background samples
and lab blanks and the concentrations were less than 10 times
the practical quantitation limit.

Carbon Disulfide Detected in only two of forty three groundwater samples.
Carbon disulfide is not associated with the plant operations and
was detected at a concentration less than 5 times the practical
quantitation limit. One equipment blank sample had a carbon

disulfide concentration of 5 pg/L (surface water QA/QC).

Toluene Detected in only one of forty three groundwater sampleé ata
concentration of 6 ppb which is less than 5 times the practical
quantitation limit.

2-Butanone Detected in only one of forty three groundwater samples. 2-

Butanone was not associated with plant operations and was
detected at a concentration of 55 ppb.

The volatile compounds that will be included in the list of compounds-of-interest are 1,1-
dichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, trichloroethene, and xylenes.

Semi-Volatile Compounds

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate is the only semi-volatile compound that was subjected to
the data evalvation process. The compound was detected in one sample from several
media; including surface soils, shallow groundwater (on and off-site), deep groundwater (on-
site only), and sediments. The concentrations ranged from 0.73 to 90 ppb. Bis (2-
cthylhexyl)phthalate was eliminated as &8 compound of interest in all of these media as it is
not a compound of interest for plant operations, it was only detected in one or a few
samples from each medium, it was found at or near the detection limit in all samples, and
because it is a common laboratory contaminant (as a plasticizer, it can be associated with
various pieces of laboratory and field equipment). One surface water equipment blank had
a detectable concentration of bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate of 3,000 ug/L which suggests a
potential source as the laboratory.
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PCBs were only considered potential compounds-of-interest in Pump House area
soils. Arochlor 1254 was the only PCB isomer identified in any surface soil samples. It was
found in one surface soil sample (SS-3) at a concentration of 518 ppb. Therefore, this PCB
isomer will be included as a compound of interest.

2.5 COMPOUNDS-OF-INTEREST .

The compounds-of-interest at the Plant site are compounds that are associated with
past industrial operations at the site, have been detected in at least one environmental media
during previous site investigations and have the data evaluation and screening process
described above. These compounds are listed in Table 2-21.
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3.0 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT FOR PUBLIC
HEALTH EVALUATION

31 ELEMENTS OF AN EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

This section presents an exposure assessment for persons potentially exposed, both
now and in the future, to compounds-of-interest associated with the Plant site. This
discussion assumes the site remains essentially as it is, or in other words, discusses potential
exposures associated with the "no action alternative." The exposure assessment identifies
pathways by which humans are poienﬁally exposed to compounds at a site and estimates the
magnitude, frequency and duration of actual or potential human exposures. In the exposure
assessment, reasonable maximum estimates of exposure are developed for both current and
future land use scenarios. Estimates of current exposures are used to determine whether
health effects could arise based on the current land use scenario at the site. Estimates of
future exposures are used to evaluate the potential for future effects and include a
qualitative estimate of the likelihood that such exposures would actually occur. This
exposure assessment has the following elements as per current EPA guidance (EPA, 19892):

. discussion of potential sources and migration pathways;

. identification of potential human receptors;

. delineation of potential receptor-specific exposure pathways;

. development of intake assumptions associated with each exposure pathway;

. estimation of exposure point concentrations; and

. estimation of pathway and receptor-specific intakes and doses of compounds-
of-interest.

Two things should be noted about the exposure assessment presented in this section.
First, the exposure assessment characterizes potential receptor exposures to compounds-of-
interest at the Plant site. Second, intakes estimated in this section are intended to
approximate reasonable maximum exposures (RMEs) as suggested by the Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund (EPA, 1989a). ' Exposure assumptions based on RME are based
on conservative assumptions so that the risk assessment is protective of even the most
exposed or sensitive sub-populations. Thus, while these intakes were estimated with
methodologies consistent with EPA procedures, it is important to emphasize that these are
not estimates of actual intakes or potential typical intakes, but rather, they are estimates of
intakes that are intended to approximate maximum exposures to be protective of these more
exposed or sensitive sub-p0pu1at10ns Intakes to the population on the average would likely
be lower.
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3.2 POTENTIAL SOURCES AND MIGRATION PATHWAYS

A number of media were identified in Section 2.3 that can serve as potential sources
of compounds-of-interest: soils, groundwater, surface water, and sediment. Potential routes
whereby compounds-of-interest can migrate from these source areas to other environmental
media are discussed in the following paragraphs.

3.2.1 Surface and Shallow Subsurface Soils

From a risk assessment standpoint, soils are classified into two types (i.e., surface and
subsurface) according to their location and based on the potential for exposure. Soils from
0 - 24 inches in depth are considered surface soils (i.c., soils with the potential for direct
contact exposures). Soils below 24 inches are considered subsurface soils (i.e., soils that
would be contacted during construction/excavation related activities). Therefore, further
discussion of surface soils will be for soil in the upper 24 inches while reference to
subsurface soils will be for those soils greater than 24 inches in depth.

Surface and subsurface soils of interest at the site are from the following potential
source areas:

. Remote Tank Fill Line Area;

. Degreasing Fluid Storage Tank Area;

. Pumphouse Area;

. Railroad Dock Area; and

. Old Waste Drum Storage Area. ‘

The approximate location of these potential source areas are shown in Figure 3-1.
A summary of surface and subsurface soil data is provided below.

Surface Soil Data

During the Phase I investigation, composite surface soil samples were taken from
each potential source area and submitted for chemical analysis. Each surface soil sample
consisted of composited material from three to six samples taken from various points within
the potential source area. The exact locations of these sampling points for each potential
source area were presented in Figure 2-2 of the Phase I Remedial Investigation / Feasibility
Study Report for the Plant site (Rizzo, 1989). The compounds detected in at least one
sample were methylene chloride (potentially introduced at the laboratory since it is a
common laboratory contaminant), 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, bis(2-
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above for surface soils, these relatively low levels of compounds-of-interest in subsurface soils
indicate that the subsurface soils in these areas are not significant source areas contributing
to groundwater contamination.

322 Groundwater

This section discusses patterns of groundwater flow beneath the Plant site and reviews
the results of the chemical analysis of groundwater samples. In subsequent discussions,
groundwater is described in relation to two locations: on-site and off-site. Groundwater flow
at the site is largely influenced by the subsurface geology. Beneath the site is a thin layer
of soil or fill that varies in thickness from 5 to 15 feet and is called the surficial layer.
Beneath this is bedrock that has been designated as shallow and deep for the purpose of
reporting Phase I and Phase II groundwater data. Bedrock lies in bedding planes that are
tilted along a northwest-dipping homocline at an angle from 10° to 35¢, with a median of
about 20°. Groundwater flow is intermittent in the surficial layer and it is largely
unsaturated. In general, groundwater flows in the bedrock in an easterly direction from the
- Plant site toward Rock Creek (see Figure 3-1). -

The most significant potential migration pathways are likely to be the transport of
constituents with groundwater to off-site groundwater and possible discharge to surface water
in the Northern and Eastern Tributaries of Rock Creek. Groundwater monitoring wells
were installed on and near the site and sampled to collect data for shallow groundwater (i.c.,
at a depth of 40 to 50 feet below the surface) and deep groundwater (i.e., at a depth of
approximately 120 feet below the surface). These wells were installed to identify the extent
of compounds-of-interest in groundwater and to identify groundwater flow patterns and
chemical migration. The migration of compounds in groundwater appears to follow
groundwater flows with some lateral dispersion, from southwest to northeast, along the
bedding planes. From the Phase II results, there appears to be preferential flow along
bedrock fractures oriented east to west and located just north of the Plant site.

The compounds-of-interest identified in the Phase II Sampling and Analysis Plan for
the Plant site (Rizzo, 1990) for groundwater include the TCL volatiles and bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate. However, following the data evaluation process the compounds-of-
interest retained for quantitative risk assessment for groundwater are:

. 1,1-dichlorethene;

. 1,1-dichloroethane;

. 1,2-dichlorocthene;
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. 1,2-dichloroethane;
. 1,1,1-trichloroethane; and
. trichloroethene.

The extent of the contaminant plume has been identified to the north by monitoring
well PMW-17 (see Figure SAP-3 - Rizzo, 1990), and, to the south by PMW-15, PMW-11A,
and PMW-11B. However, the extent of the contaminant plume to the east of the site has
not fully been identified as TCE was detected at 230 ppb at PMW-16B and 7 ppb at PMW-
14. These wells are the eastern-most wells from the site and are both screened as deep
groundwater wells. Some general observations can be drawn regarding the presence of
compounds-of-interest in groundwater at the site.

. The highest concentrations of compounds-of-interest in on-site
groundwater are limited to a relatively small area in front of the Plant
site near the former pond area (see Figure 3-1).

. Compounds-of-interest in shallow groundwater appear to be limited to
just a few wells near the pond which indicates that compounds are
migrating downward as they disperse away from the pond.

. Compounds-of-interest in off-site groundwater have only been detected
in the deep groundwater wells in the Phase II investigation.

Total VOC concentrations in on-site groundwater have been detected as high as
60,000 ppb in the shallow aquifer at well PMW-9A and as high as 54,000 ppb in the
monitoring well PMW-1, based on the Phase I sampling data. However, additional sampling
from the Phase II investigation shows much lower concentrations of total VOCs in these
areas. This may be an indication of the effect of the groundwater pump and treat system
currently in use at the Plant site. Also, some differences may be due to the reconstruction
of monitoring well PMW-1 during the Phase II investigation. It is worth noting that the
current groundwater pump and treat system should prevent significant additional off-site
migration of compounds-of-interest from the vicinity of the former pdnd area. Therefore,
it is not anticipated that these high concentrations of compounds-of-interest on-site will
eventually be found at off-site locations as long as the pump and treat system is operating.
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323 Surface Water and Sediment

. Figure 3-1 shows the surface water features of the Plant site and surrounding area.
There are two intermittent streams in the immediate vicinity of the site. One stream is
located north of the site (i.e., Northern Tributary) and one to the east (i.e., Eastern
Tributary) both of which converge and discharges into Rock Creek. Run-off from the plant
is primarily directed either to storm sewers or directly to the Northern and Eastern
Tributaries of Rock Creek. Water from these tributaries eventually discharge into Rock
Creek approximately 1 mile southeast of the plant. It is also believed that some surficial
groundwater discharges into these tributaries. However, since these tributaries are
- intermittent and are dry most of the year, it is believed that these streams serve to recharge
groundwater during periods of precipitation, although flow of groundwater to these streams
occurs from time to time. Compounds-of-interest could enter these surface water bodies
either with on-site run-off or, occasionally, by discharging from the surficial groundwater.
In addition, effluent from the groundwater pump and treat system is discharged at an
NPDES discharge point in the Northern Tributary. Once compounds-of-interest enter the
- surface water they could either sorb onto sediments or migrate with surface water.

A review of data for surface water and sediments shows detectable levels of acetone
and TCE in surface water and methylene chloride, acetone and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
in sediments. However, of the compounds detected, only TCE was considered a compound
of interest in surface water for the risk assessment since methylene chloride, acetone and
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate are common laboratory contaminants. No compounds-of-interest
were identified for sediments for the quantitative risk assessment. Two conclusions can be
drawn from the analytical data for surface water and sediments. First, sediments are not
currently acting as a source of compounds-of-interest to surface water. Second, the
absorption to sediments of compounds-of-interest is not considered a significant fate
mechanism. Based on the results from the Phase I and Phase II investigations, it appears
that the streams are not currently acting as a sxgmﬁcant migration pathway for compounds-
of-interest from the Plant site.

33 POTENTIAL HUMAN RECEPTORS AND EXPOSURE PATHWAYS

Exposure pathways are routes whereby compounds-of-interest could be assimilated
by a potential receptor. Exposure pathways require the existence of a receptor, the presence
of compounds-of-interest in 2 medium that the receptor contacts, and an intake Toute
associated with the receptor.
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Since exposure pathways require the presence of a receptor, these pathways depend
upon uses of the site. both current and in the future. Table 3-1 identifies potential human
receptors for the current and future land use scenarios. These potential receptors include
individuals both on-site and off-site. The on-site area is defined as the area within the Plant
property boundaries. Receptors in the off-site areas are those individuals in the residences
and businesses near the site. The Plant site is currently used for commercial/industrial
purposes and the intended future uses of the site are also for commercial/industrial
purposes. Thus, current and future uses of the site will be considered industrial in nature
and all exposure pathways will be based on an industrial scenario. The off-site areas
immediately adjacent to the Plant site are primarily residential. Although some light industry
is associated with this area, the predominant swrrounding properties are residential.
Therefore, the human health effects evaluation will consider residential receptors as the
primary off-site receptors. Evaluating off-site receptors based on a residential scenario is
considered conservative and appropriate since residential exposures are typically greater
(based on exposure frequency and duration) than exposure to other receptors.

The following paragraphs discuss potential exposure pathways for each of the
receptors listed in Table 3-1.

33.1 Current Land Use Scenario
On-Site

The only potential on-site receptors identified for the current land use scenario are
on-site workers. Currently there are three types of workers at the plant: office workers,
plant workers and maintenance workers. Office workers are primarily administrative people
that work in the offices on-site. Plant workers are those individuals involved with current
plant manufacturing operations (i.e., manufacture and assembly of elevators and escalators
and their components) located primarily in the process areas of the plant. Maintenance
workers are those individuals involved in landscaping, repair and light construction of the
buildings and grounds at the site. Both office workers and plant workers are individuals
whom are primarily indoors and are expected to have little to no exposure to compounds-of-
interest in soils from potential source areas. Maintenance workers are anticipated to be
both indoors and seasonally outdoors with a greater exposure to compounds-of-interest in
soils from the potential source areas. Therefore, the risk assessment for the Plxut site will
consider potential health effects to the maintenance workers.

Maintenance workers, in theory, could be subjected to only one type of potential

N\

exposure: those associated with surface soils. Although high concentrations of yplatiles were \/

3-7



Ol?f G": e
(Red)&

detected in on-site groundwater, it is currently not used. Therefore, no exposure pathways
were identified that involved compounds-of-interest in on-site groundwater. Potential
exposure pathways associated with compounds-of-interest in surface soil include incidental
ingestion and dermal contact. Table 3-2 summarizes the exposure pathways for on-site
maintenance workers.

Off-Site

" The off-site receptors of interest are off-site residents who could, in theory, be
exposed to compounds-of-interest in off-site groundwater. However, Westinghouse has
implemented an interim remedial action at the site that involved the installation of water
mains to residences near the site to provide them with an alternative potable water source.
These water mains have been provided for residents along Biglerville Road, Boyd’s School
Road, Table Rock Road, Cedar Avenue, Maple Avenue, and Apple Avenue. The off-site
residents in these areas are assumed to have no current risk. Off-site residents that
potentially use groundwater as a potable water source are those individuals living along
Boyd’s School Road. However, as a part of this interim remedial action plan, Westinghouse
~ has provided residences along Boyd’s School Road with a water filtration system that utilizes
three in-line carbon filters to treat groundwater prior to use. The integrity of this filtration
system is determined by monthly water samples of the effluent from these carbon filters.

Although interim remedial actions have been implemented to eliminate potential ofi-
site groundwater exposures, it is believed that some residents along Table Rock Road, north
of Boyd’s School Road, may still currently be using groundwater as a potable water source.
If this is true, then a distant off-site residence in this area is potentially at risk to compounds-
of-interest in off-site groundwater. In addition, while nearby residents (i.e., residents that
live adjacent to the Plant site) may have municipal water lines available, it is possible that
a nearby resident may use groundwater for a potable water source and for irrigation.
Therefore, two off-site groundwater users will be evaluated: nearby residents and distant off-
site residents. Both the nearby residents and distant ofi-site residents are assumed to use
off-site groundwater as a potable water source (i.e., for household uses) and for irrigation.

Nearby residents are assumed to potentially be exposed to comi:oxmds—of-interest in
near-site groundwater and soils irrigated with near-site groundwater. The most likely
scenario is that groundwater would be used for potable water and for irrigation of a garden.
The primary exposure pathways for potable water uses would include ingestion, dermal
contact while showering (or bathing), and inhalation of volatiles in showerroom air.
Exposures to compounds-of-interest in groundwater in an irrigation scenario would occur
while individuals were working (or playing if children) in or near the garden. It is believed
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that the Gettysburg area receives sufficient annual and seasonal rainfall to minimize the

need for irrigating lawns. The primary exposure pathways for nearby residents in an -

N\

irrigation scenario include inhalation of volatiles from groundwater during irrigation,
inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils and dermal contact with irrigated
soils from a garden. Table 3-2 summarizes the exposure pathways for nearby residents.
Note, off-site groundwater users consist of three receptor groups: adults; children aged 2 to
18 years (referred to as "children"); and young children aged 2 to 6 years (referred to as
"young children"). Although all three receptors are assumed to be exposed to compounds-

- of-interest in groundwater, the specific intake assumptions associated with the exposure for-

each group are assumed to vary.

The distant off-site resident (similar to the nearby residents) could potentially be

subjected to two types of exposures: exposures associated with potable use of distant off-site - -

groundwater; and exposures associated with groundwater used for irrigation. The exposure
pathways associated with distant off-site residents include ingestion of groundwater as
drinking water, dermal contact while showering, inhalation of volatiles while showering,
inhalation of volatiles from groundwater during irrigation, inhalation of volatiles and fugitive
dusts from irrigated soils and dermal contact with irrigated soils from a garden. Table 3-2
summarizes the exposure pathways for distant off-site residents. As described-above for

- nearby residents, distant off-site residents consist of three different receptor groups: adults;

children aged 2 to 18 years (referred to as "children"); and young children aged 2 to 6 years
(referred to as "young children”). -

33.2 Future Laﬁd Use Scenario

On-Site

For the future land use scenario, the on-site receptors are assumed to be maintenance ~ -

workers. This is based on the presumption that future use of the site is-anticipated to be
similar to existing uses (i.e., for industrial purposes).- The exposure assumptions used for the
future maintenance worker are the same as discussed above in Section 3.3.1 for the current
land use scenario. -

Off-Site

Potential off-site receptors for the future land use scenario include both nearby
residents and distant off-site residents. The exposure assumptions for nearby residents and
distant off-site residents include exposure to compounds-of-interest in groundwater from
potable water uses and from groundwater used for irrigation, as described above in Section
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3.3.1. The nearby residents and distant off-site residents are assumed to have the same
exposure scenarios as described in Section 3.3.1 for the current land use scenario, i.e.,
exposure to compounds-of-interest in groundwater by ingestion of groundwater as drinking
water, inhalation of volatiles while showering, inhalation of volatiles from groundwater during
irrigation, inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils and dermal contact
with irrigated soils from a garden.

The exposure assumptions for receptors in the future land use scenario are presented
in Table 3-3. Please note that the exposure assumptions for both future distant off-site
residents and future nearby residents are assumed to be identical. The difference between
exposures to nearby residents and distant off-site residents in the future land use scenario
is the location of the off-site groundwater well potentially used by these receptors.

34 INTAKE ASSUMPTIONS

This section describes the intake assumptions used for calculating the intake by
potential receptors at the Plant site. This discussion is divided into two parts: the first part
provides a general overview of various intake equations and assumptions; and the second
part discusses assumptions used for specific receptors at the Plant site. The intake
assumptions presented are based on the Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (EPA,
1989a) and are intended to estimate reasonable maximum exposures. These intake
assumptions are not intended to estimate actual or expected future intakes but, rather,
reasonable maximum intakes. Thus, the intakes calculated based on these assumptions are
likely to be higher than actual intakes and, for some compounds and intake routes, may be
much higher than actual intakes.

34.1 Overview of Intake Assumptions

-
(ﬁeq,‘"*

This section provides a general discussion of the assumptions used to calculate the |

intake from various exposure pathways. Exposure pathways are defined as a direct contact
route between a receptor and a contaminated medium. Exposure pathways are determined
for receptors based on the receptors’ expected activities at the site. In order to translate
exposures to potentially media containing compounds-of-interest into intakes or doses, intake
assumptions must be specified. These intake assumptions consider the number of times a
receptor is expected to contact a particular medium, the duration of the contact and the
mechanisms that enable the compound to be potentially assimilated by the receptor.

Generally, the intake or dose of a particular compound by a receptor is calculated
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Cs CR * EFD + _1 A\
BW AT

I

the compound intake (mg/Kg BW-day); -

the compound concentration (e.g., mg/Kg or mg/L);

= contact rate or the amount of contaminated medium
contacted per event (e.g., liters/day);

the frequency (days/year) and duration (number of years)
of exposure days;

= the average body weight of the receptor (Kg); and

= averaging time of the exposure (days).

where:

il

5% § 9°°
i

This equation calculates an intake that is normalized over the body weight of the individual
and the time of the exposure. Body weight is typically defined as 70 Kg for an adult. For
children, body weight is highly dependent on age. For exposures estimated using the
Superfund guidance document (EPA, 1989a), the intake variables are selected for a
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) for all pathways.

Since the intake or dose is combined with chemical-specific dose-response information
to give a measure of potential risk, the intake or dose must be calculated in a manner
compatible with the quantitative dose-response information for potential carcinogenic or
non-carcinogenic chemical constituents used in the analysis. Two different types of health
effects are considered in this analysis: carcinogenic effects and chronic non-carcinogenic
effects.

For carcinogenic effects, the relevant intake is the total cumulative intake averaged
over a lifetime because the quantitative dose-response function for carcinogens is based on
the assumption that cancer results from chronic, lifetime exposures to carcinogenic agents.
This intake or dose is then averaged over a lifetime to provide an estimate of intake or dose
to carcinogens as (mg/Kg-day). Thus, for potentially carcinogenic compounds, the averaging
time (AT) is equal to 70 years (EPA, 1989b).

In this analysis, non-carcinogenic effects will be evaluated for chronic exposures. For

chronic, non-carcinogenic effects, the relevant intake or dose is based on the chronic daily

intake averaged over the exposure period. The quantitative dose-response function for non-
carcinogeni¢ effects is based on the assumption that effects occur once a threshold dose N
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resulting from chronic exposure is attained. For non-carcinogénic compounds, the averaging
time (AT) is equal to the exposure duration for the receptor (e.g., 30 years or 10,950 days
for the on-site worker or near-site resident adult).

3.4.2 Generalized Assumptions for Exposure Analysis

In this section, the calculated intake or dose per event is discussed for five types of
exposure: inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts, dermal contact with soil, incidental
ingestion of soil, ingestion of water, and dermal contact with water. .

Inhalation. For inhalation, the dose per event is estimated using the formula:

= CA « JR « ABS ¢« ET « EF « ED
' BW « AT

where: CA

compound concentration in the air (mg/m®);
inhalation rate (m%hr);
- inhalation absorption factor (fraction absorbed/hr); -
exposure time (hours/day);

exposure frequency (daysfyear);

exposure duration (years);

body weight (Kg); and

averaging time (days).

S

LEE]

ED
BW
AT

Air concentrations of compounds-of-interest (CA) are discussed in Section 3.5. The
concentrations of compounds-of-interest in the air are the ambient air concentrations of
volatilized compounds and fugitive dust emissions from various source media. The
inhalation rate (IR) is the average rate of respiration for individuals per hour (or per day
for daily exposures). This rate is dependent on the age and the average activity level of the
individual. Table 3-4 provides a listing of typical inhalation rates for individuals over a range
of activity levels. The daily rate for adults used in this analysis was 30 m*/day (or 1.25 m%/hr)
which is the reasonable maximum exposure rate for adults (EPA, 1989b). For children
(aged 2 to 18), the inhalation rate was assumed to be equal to the adult value. For young
children, the inhalation rate was assumed to be 24 m®day (or 1 m*hr). The shower
inhalation rate used for adults and children was 0.89 m*hr which corresponds to a
reasonable worst case indoor inhalation rate in the EPA Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA,
1989b). The duration of exposure (ED) is assumed to be the average length of the exposure
per event. The exposure frequency (EF) for exposures to volatiles and fugitive dusts from
garden soils and volatiles from groundwater during showers was assumed to be 365 days per
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year. For inhalation exposures from irrigation water, the EF was assumed to be equal to
1 day per week, 24 weeks per year (the time for irrigation). Exposure frequency and
duration are defined in the exposure pathway descriptions outlined for each receptor. The
inhalation absorption factor (ABS) is assumed to be 1.0 for all receptors, implying that all
of the inhaled compound is assimilated into the body. This is a conservative and,
consequently, health protective assumption. The exposure time (ET) of the event is
described in the exposure pathway descriptions for specific receptors.

Dermal Contact with Soils. The intake or dose per event from dermal contact with

soil is estimated using the equation:

Iders = CS » CF » SA » AF » ABS » ET « EF * ED
BW « AT

where: = compound concentration in the soil (mg/Kg);
conversion factor (10¢ Kg/mg);

exposed skin surface area (cm?);

soil adherence factor (mg/em?);

skin absorption factor (fraction absorbed/hr);
Exposure time (hours/day);

exposure frequency (daysfyear);

exposure duration (years);

body weight (Kg); and

= averaging time (days).

S

Cs
CF
SA
AF
AB
ET
EF

ED
BW
AT

Soil concentrations (CS) are discussed in Section 3.5. The exposed skin surface area is
based on two variables, the total body surface area (TBS) and fraction of body exposed
(FBE). The product of TBS and FBE results in the surface area exposed to soil
contaminants (SA). For this analysis, the value used for total body surface area for adults
is 1.94 m? which corresponds to the 50th percentile for TBS for adults males (EPA, 1989b).
The 50th percentile values are recommended by the Superfund guidance document (EPA,
1989a) because the surface area is strongly correlated to the average body weight. For
children, the value used for body surface area is 1.21 m?, which corresponds to the average
for a child from age 3 to 18 (EPA, 1989b).. The body surface area used for young children
is 0.73 m? which corresponds to a child aged 3 to 6 years (EPA, 1989b).

The fraction of body exposed (FBE) is dependent on the nature of the activity being
conducted and the age and type of individuals involved. Exposures via dermal contact are
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“generally limited to certain parts of the body (i.e., hands, forearms, head, neck, etc.).

Table 3-5 provides the percent surface area of different parts of the body typically used in
defining dermal exposures. The fraction of body exposed to dermal contact to soils are
further defined in the individual exposure scenarios discussed later in this chapter. The soil
adherence factor (AF) is the density of soil adhering to the exposed fraction of the body.
Reported values for this variable range from 0.5 to 2.8 mg/cm? (Harger, 1979). A
conservative estimate of 1.5 mg/cm? was used in this analysis that corresponds to the
adherence of potting soil. This value is assumed to be conservative because the organic
carbon content highly influences soil adherence and potting soil typically has an organic
carbon fraction which greatly exceeds typical soils. The skin absorption factor (ABS) is the

" rate of compound uptake from dermal contact to soil multiplied by a soil-compound matrix
" effect (Hawley, 1985). Reported values for a pure compound uptake range from 1 to 12%

for exposures as long as 12 hours (Hawley, 1985). A conservative estimate of 1.5% per hour
was used for this analysis. The matrix effect is based on the assumption that a compound
adsorbed to soil particles results in less absorption through the skin (Hawley, 1985). Hawley
sites a value of 15% for the matrix effect. The exposure time (ET), frequency (EF) and
duration (ED) of the event is the length of exposure to soil contaminants and is defined in
the exposure pathway descriptions for each receptor.

Incidental Ingestion of Soil. The intake or dose from the incidental ingestion
pathway is calculated based on the equation:

Iings = CS « JR « CF « FI « ABS « FF ¢ ED
BW « AT
where: CS =  compound concentration in the soil (mg/Kg);
IR = ingestion rate (mg soil/day);
CF =  conversion factor (10° Kg/mg);
FI = fraction ingested (unitless);
ABS = ingestion absorption factor (unitless);
EF = exposure frequency (daysfyear);
ED = exposure duration (years);
BW = body weight (Kg); and
AT =

averaging time (days).

The concentration in the soil (CS) is the concentration of compounds-of-interest which is

based on their respective media exposure point concentration and is discussed later in this
section. The ingestion rate (IR) is the amount of contaminated soil incidentally ingested per
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day or event. For soil, the incidental intake values are based on established EPA guidelines
using the Interim Final Guidance for Soil Ingestion Rates (EPA, 1989c). This guidance
document specifies intake rates of 200 mg/day for children aged six and under, and 100
mg/day for older age groups in the absence of site specific data. The fraction ingested is the
percent of the daily intake from the exposure medium and is based on the hours spent on
site. The absorption factor used in this calculation is 1.0 implying that all the ingested
compound is assimilated into the body. This is a conservative and health protective
assumption. The exposure frequency (EF) and duration (ED) of the event is described in
the exposure pathway descriptions for specific receptors.

Water Ingestion. The equation used to estimate the intake or dose per event from
water ingestion is:

lingw = CW + IR » ABS » EF » ED

BW + AT
where: CwW = compound concentration in the water (mg/L);
IR = ingestion rate (L/day);
ABS = absorption factor (unitless);
EF = exposure frequency (days/year);
ED = exposure duration (years);
BW = body weight (Kg); and
AT = averaging time (days).

The concentration of compounds-of-interest in water (CW) are discussed in Section 3.5. The
quantity of water ingested is the daily intake of water per day. A value of 2 L/day was used
for adults and 1.5 L/day for children and young children for ingestion of groundwater as
drinking water (EPA, 1989b). The absorption factor (ABS) used in this analysis is assigned
a value of 1 (or 100%), which implies that all of the compound ingested is assimilated into
the body. Use of this value is conservative and health protective. The exposure frequency
(EF) and duration (ED) of the event is described in the exposure pathway descriptions for
specific receptors. '

Dermal Contact to Water. The intake or dose per event for dermal contact with
water was estimated using the equation:

lderrw = CW » SA » PC s ET » EF » ED » CF
BW + AT
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compound concentration in the water (mg/L);
exposed skin surface area (cm?);
compound permeability constant (cm/hr);
exposure time (hrs/day);
exposure frequency (days/year);
exposure duration (years);
* volumetric conversion factor - water (L/1000 cm®);
= body weight (Kg); and
= averaging time (days).

where: CW

C

PC

Z2HE68Y

The concentration of compounds-of—intereét in water (CW) are discussed in Section
3.5. The exposed skin surface area (SA) is determined in a manner analogous to that
described above for dermal contact with soils. The area of the body exposed (i.e., hands,
feet, neck, head, etc.) used for specific receptors is provided below in the discussion of
exposures for each receptor. The compound permeability constant (PC) for compounds in
water is the rate of compound absorption through the skin. No values were available for
this variable for specific compounds. Therefore, the a value of 0.008 L/m?-hr (or 0.0008
cm/hr) was used which corresponds to the permeability constant for water (EPA, 1988).
This assumes that the compounds-of-interest are carried through the skin as a solute in
\/» water as the water is absorbed through the skin. Thus, the compound permeation rate
through the skin is a function of water absorption. The exposure time (ET), frequency (EF)
and duration (ED) of the event is described in the exposure pathway descriptions for specific
receptors.

3.43 Intake Assumptions for Receptors Associated with
the Current Land Use Scenario

Potential receptors associated with the current land use scenario include:
. on-site maintenance workers;
. nearby residents; and *
. distant off-site residents. = -
A detailed discussion of receptor-exposure information is provided below.
On-Site Maintenance Worker

\__ B As stated above, the on-site maintenance worker was assumed to be exposed to
compounds-of-interest in on-site surface soils via dermal contact and incidental ingestion.
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Table 3-6 provides a summary of the equations for calculating the dose to the on-site
maintenance worker. Table 3-7 provide a list of the specific intake assumptions for the on-
site maintenance worker. As identified in Section 1, the Phase I investigation identified five
potential source areas associated with surface soil contamination. It was assumed that the
on-site maintenance worker would be exposed to compounds-of-interest in each potential
source area 20 percent of the time. Thus, the exposure frequency was assumed to be 1 day
per week at each potential source area (i.e., one day per week at each potential source
location or 5 exposures per week or 20% of the total at each area), for 30 weeks per year.
The exposure duration was assumed to be 30 years. The incidental ingestion rate was
assumed to be 100 mg/day, which corresponds to the average daily dose for an adult (EPA,
1989c). However, the fraction ingested from the contaminated source was assumed to be
0.5 or 50%, which yields an ingestion rate of 50 mg/day from the contaminated source areas.
The 50% wvalue (i.e., which yields 50 mg/day) was assumed because soils would be
incidentally ingested from the entire site and not just from the contaminated source areas
that comprise only a small fraction of the overall area of the site. For dermal contact
exposures, the exposure time was assumed to be 4 hours per day which corresponds to the
50% exposure to the contaminated source identified above for incidental ingestion pathway.
The area of the body exposed for dermal contact was assumed to be 11.1% which
corresponds to the area of the hands and forearms (EPA, 1989b).

Nearby Residents

Nearby residents include adults, children and young children. Nearby residents, in
the current (and future) land use scenario, are assumed to be potentially exposed to
compounds-of-interest through the use of near-site groundwater as a potable water source
and for irrigation. Exposures to compounds-of-interest in near-site groundwater are assumed
to occur via ingestion, dermal contact while showering (adults and children) or bathing
(young children), inhalation of volatiles while showering (adults and children only), inhalation
of volatiles from groundwater during irrigation, dermal contact to irrigated soils and
inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils. The exposures to near-site
groundwater as a potable water source were assumed to occur daily, For exposures to
irrigated soils, it was assumed that exposure would occur while adults worked in the garden
and children and young children worked or played near the garden. Table 3-8 presents the
equations for calculating exposure to nearby residents for the current and future land use
scenarios. Tables 3-9, 3-10, and 3-11 present the intake assumptions used for nearby
resident adults, children and young children, respectively, for the future land use scenario.
The exposure frequency for all nearby residents to groundwater ingestion, dermal contact
and inhalation of volatiles while showering, and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from
irrigated soils was assumed to be 7 days per week, 52 weeks per year. Exposures to volatiles
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from groundwater during irrigation were assumed to occur 1 -ddy per week, for 24 weeks per '
year. The exposure frequency for dermal contact with irrigated soils was assumed to be 2
days per week for 24 weeks (or 6 months which corresponds to a maximum period for
irrigation) for adults, and 4 days per week, 24 weeks per year for children and young
children. Irrigation was assumed to occur every other day during this period with a total
irrigation rate of approximately 32 inches per year. The actual period for irrigating a garden
would be much less because there typically is sufficient rainfall in spring and fall in the
Gettysburg area. The exposure time was assumed to be 24 hours for inhalation of volatiles
and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils, 4 hours for dermal contact with irrigated soils, 1 hour
for inhalation of volatiles from groundwater during irrigation and 15 minutes for a shower
and bath. The exposure duration for off-site residents exposed to groundwater was 30 years
for adults, 16 years for children, and § years for young children.

Distant Off-Site Residents .

Distant off-site residents include adults, children and young children. Distant off-site
residents in both the current and future land use scenarios are assumed to be potentially
exposed to compounds-of-interest through the use of distant off-site groundwater as a
potable water source and for irrigation. Exposures to compounds-of-interest in distant off-
site groundwater are assumed to occur via ingestion, dermal contact while showering (adults
and children) or bathing (young children), inhalation while showering (adults and children
only), inhalation of volatiles from groundwater while irrigating, dermal contact to irrigated
soils and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils. The exposures to
groundwater as a potable water source were assumed to occur daily. For exposures to
irrigated soils, it was assumed that exposure would occur while adults worked in the garden
and children and young children worked or played near the garden. Table 3-12 presents the
equations for calculating exposure to distant off-site residents. Tables 3-13, 3-14, and 3-15
present the intake assumptions used for distant off-site resident adults, children and young
children, respectively. The exposure frequency for distant off-site residents to ingestion of
groundwater, inhalation and dermal exposure during showering, and inhalation of volatiles
and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils was assumed to be 7 days per week, 52 weeks per year.
The exposure frequency to volatiles from groundwater during irrigation were assumed to
occur 1 day per week, for 24 weeks per year.- The exposure frequency for dermal contact
with irrigated soils was assumed to be 2 days per week for 24 weeks (or 6 months which
corresponds to a maximum period for irrigation) for adults, and 4 days per week, 24 weeks
~ per year for children and young children. As identified above for nearby residents, the
actual period for irrigating a garden would probably be much less.. The exposure time was
assumed to be 24 hours for inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils, 4
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hours for dermal contact with irrigated soils, 1 hour for inhalation of volatiles from
groundwater during irrigation and 15 minutes for a shower and bath. The exposure duration
for off-site residents exposed to groundwater was 30 years for adults, 16 years for children,
and 5 years for young children.

344 Intake Assumptions for Receptors Associated with
the Future Land Use Scenario

Seven different receptors have been identified in three major receptor groups for the
future land use scenario. These receptors include on-site maintenance worker, nearby
residents (adults, children and young children) and distant off-site residents (adults, children
and young children). For the on-site maintenance workers, the exposure scenario is the
same as for the current land use conditions. Therefore, the discussion provided in Section
3.4.3 is appropriate. Similarly, for the nearby residents and distant off-site residents, the
discussion provided in Section 3.4.3 is appropriate. While intake assumptions are the same
for the current and future pathways for these receptors, the calculated risks may be different
for future pathways due to differences in the exposure point concentrations between the
current and future land use scenarios.

3.5 ESTIMATION OF POTENTIAL EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS

Section 3.3 identified potential current and future receptors and described potential
intake pathways for each receptor. Each intake pathway involves the receptor in contact
with a particular contaminated medium (e.g., soil, air or water). The source of chemical
contact in the exposure medium may be:

. compounds in the medium at the point of exposure;

. compounds that are initially in the medium at another location
and are subsequently transported through that medium to the
point of exposure; or

. compounds that are initially in a source medium, are then
transported from the source medium to the exposure medium
and finally transported through the exposure medium to the

point of exposure.

As compounds move from medium to medium and location to location within a particular
medium, concentrations can change over time as one medium in one location loses
compounds and another medium in another location gains compounds. In addition, overall
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 available mass of a compound may change as the compound is lost through transformation
or degradation processes such as hydrolysis, photolysis, and biodegradation.

Consequently, knowing the concentration of the compound in a particular medium at the
current time is not necessarily enough, since the concentration of the compound may change
over time. To help estimate the potential change of compound concentrations over time in
a medium from transport or transformation processes, mathematical models are typically
employed and were employed in this exposure assessment.

Table 3-16 list potential exposure media, potential source media, and potential routes
of intake for receptors in the current and hypothetical future use scenarios. This table also
present a methodology for estimating each exposure point concentration. The potential
source media listed in these tables are: ‘

. on-site surface soils; and

. on-site groundwater.
The on-site exposure medium is:

. on-site surface soils.

The off-site exposure media are:

. near-site groundwater (via transport from on-site groundwater);

. near-site indoor shower air (volatiles from near-site groundwater);

. near-site irrigated soil (irrigated with near-site groundwater);

¢ near-site air (irolatiles from groundwater during irrigation);

e near-site air (volatiles and dust from near-site irrigated soils);

. distant off-site groundwater (via transport from on-site groundwater);-

o distant off-site indoor shower air (volatiles from distant off-site

groundwater); :

. distant off-site irrigated soils (irrigated with distant off-site
groundwater);

. distant off-site air (volatiles from groundwater during irrigation); and

. distant off-site air (volatiles and dust from distant off-site irrigated
soils). ‘ ' '

The exposure point concentrations were. estimated for these exposure media based
on: -
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. the Phase I and Phase II analytical data summarized in Section 2;
. shower room volatilization model;

. volatilization from groundwater during irrigation mode};

. soil accumulation from irrigation model; and

* soil to air model.

A summary of exposure point concentrations and the fate and transport models used to
estimate exposure point concentrations is provided in Appendix B.

On-Site Surface Soils

For on-site surface soils, samples from the Phase'l and II investigations were
combined from each potential source area. Since data are limited in each area (only one
or two samples per potential source area), the maximum concentration detected was
assumed to be the exposure point concentration. Although biodegradation is an obvious
potential fate mechanism associated with the compounds-of-interest in surface soils,
especially for long-term exposures, exposure point concentrations for the future land use
scenario were assumed to be the same as presented for the current land use scenario. This
assumption is considered conservative and health-protective for the risk assessment.

Off-Site Groundwater

For off-site groundwater, the exposure point concentrations were estimated for two
locations: near-site groundwater and distant off-site groundwater. Near-site groundwater is
groundwater immediately adjacent to the site. Since the wells identified as deep wells are
located in a more permeable zone, deep groundwater analytical data from wells PMW-13B,
PMW-8B, and PMW-12B were statistically evaluated to estimate exposure point
concentrations for near-site groundwater in the current land use scenario. Only data from
the Phase II investigation will be used since data only exists for PMW-13B and PMW-12B
from the Phase Il investigation and because this data represents existing site conditions. The
lower of either the maximum concentration or the upper 95% confidence level on the mean
concentration was used as the exposure point concentration for a particular compound from
these wells.

The exposure point concentrations for distant off-site groundwater in the current land
use scenario were estimated based upon analytical data from PMW-16B. This is
conservative since this well is approximately 2,400 ft from Table Rock Road. The location
of monitoring well PMW-16B and the location of potential distant off-site residents is
provided in Figure 3-1. Although the assumption was made that groundwater concentrations
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near Table Rock Road were equal to the groundwater contentrations detected at well
PMW-16B in the Phase Il investigation, no evidence suggests that any compounds-of-interest
have actually migrated that far. This assumption was made because of the complexity of the
subsurface aquifer, a lack of information regarding the extent of the contaminant plume to
the east of the site and a lack of groundwater flow information to enable modelling this
concentration. This assumption was made to be conservative and health protective so that
actual risks would not be underestimated. The resulting health risks that were calculated
for distant off-site residents can be considered maximum potential health risks.

Uncertainty exists regarding the estimation of exposure point concentrations for the
future land use scenario. If the on-site groundwater pump and treatment system as an
interim remedial measure is not considered, the assumption could be made that future near-
site and, eventually, distant off-site groundwater concentrations of compounds-of-interest
would increase over time. However, a review of on-site groundwater data between the
historical sampling periods and the Phase I investigation indicates groundwater
concentrations have been reduced (from a maximum concentration of over 81,000 ppb total
VOA in 1984 at PMW-1 to approximately 54,000 ppb total VOA in 1988 at the same
location) with the operation of the pump and treat system. Further reductions have been
observed between the Phase I and Phase II investigations. Preliminary indications from the
Phase Il investigation shows that the wells with the highest concentrations of compounds-of-
interest fall within the estimated capture zone. For near-site groundwater, two of the three
wells that were used to estimate exposure point concentrations fall within this estimated
capture zone. Therefore, exposure point concentrations in the near-site groundwater should
decrease with operation of the pump and treat system. However, due to a lack of sufficient
data to estimate this, future exposure point concentrations for near-site groundwater are
assumed to be the same as for the current land use scenario. This assumption is considered
conservative and health protective for the risk assessment.

For distant off-site groundwater (i.e., groundwater near Table Rock Road), future
groundwater concentrations may increase slightly due to transport of compounds from areas
not believed to be within the capture zone of the pump and treat system. However,
sufficient data does not exist to accurately characterize this change. It is expected that
future concentrations in distant off-site groundwater will not exceed the current near-site
groundwater concentrations. Therefore, distant off-site groundwater concentrations for the
future land use scenario are assumed to be equal to near-site groundwater concentrations
for the current land use scenario. This is a conservative assumption since the effect of the
groundwater pump and treat system is anticipated to reduce concentrations of compounds-
of-interest in the near-site groundwater and since on-site groundwater data was used to
estimate near-site groundwater concentrations.
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Shower Air Concentrations

To estimate the average shower room air concentrations of volatiles, the model of
Foster and Chrostowski (1987) was used. This model is based on a simple box model of air
exchange in the shower room with constant emission of volatiles during the shower. The
average concentration in the shower room is the time weighted sum of the average
concentration in the shower room air during the shower and the average concentration in
the shower room air after the shower. A more detailed discussion of the shower
volatilization model is provided in Appendix B.

Air Concentrations from Groundwater During Irﬁggtion

Air concentrations of compounds-of-interest in groundwater that volatilize during
irrigation was estimated using two models: the volatile emission rate was estimated using the
shower volatilization model of Foster and Chrostowski (1987); and, volatile dispersion was
estimated using the box dispersion model of Pasquill (1975). A more detailed discussion of
the volatilization from groundwater during irrigation model is provided in Appendix B.

Irrigated Seil Concentrations

Concentrations of compounds-of-interest in irrigated soils were estimated by a soil
accumulation from irrigation model which considers the fate of compounds when introduced
to soils including adsorption, biodegradation, leaching and volatilization. A detailed
discussion of the soil accumulation from irrigation model is provided in Appendix B.

Air Concentrations from Irrigated Soils

Compounds-of-interest in irrigated soils can be released to the air via volatilization
and fugitive dust emissions. These emissions, that are areal in nature, will mix with the air
immediately above the soil surface to give concentrations of compounds-of-interest in the
air. The estimation of air concentrations from volatilization and fugitive dust is actually
based on three different models: a fugitive dust emission model; a volatilization ¢mission
from surface soils model; and a dispersion model. The fugitive dust emission model used
was based on Cowherd (1984) as described in GRI (1988). The volatilization from soil
emission model used was EPA (1989d). The dispersion model used was the nearfield box
dispersion model of Pasquill (1975). A more detailed discussion of these models is provided
in Appendix B. '
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Summary of Exposure Point Concentrations o (ﬁ&‘:’

Table 3-17 presents a summary of the exposure point concentrations for the media-of-
interest at the Plant site. For on-site surface soils, exposure point concentrations are
provided by potential source area. The compounds-of-interest for the quantitative risk
assessment for Pump House Area surface soils and the exposure point concentrations are:

. 1,1-dichloroethane at 0.088 mg/Kg;
¢ L11-trichloroethane at 0.432 mg/Kg; and
. PCB Arochlor 1254 at 0.518 mg/Kg.

The compounds-of-interest for the quantitative risk assessment for Railroad Dock Area
surface soils and the exposure point concentrations are: '

. xylenes at 5.128 mg/Kg.

No exposure point concentrations were applicable for the Remote Fill Spout area,
Degreasing Fluid Storage Tank area, or the Old Waste Drum Storage area soil. The
exposure point concentrations for the remaining areas (e.g., the Pump House and Railroad
Dock areas) were assumed to remain the same for both the current and future land use
scenarios. Since only a few samples were taken from each potential source area, the
exposure point concentrations for these areas were assumed to be equal to the maximum
concentration.

The compounds-of-interest for the quantitative risk assessment for near-site
groundwater in the current and future land use scenarios, and for distant off-site
groundwater in the future land use scenario, and their exposure point concentrations are:

. 1,1-dichloroethene at 0.012 mg/L;

. 1,1-dichloroethane at 0.0025 mg/L;

. 1,2-dichloroethene at 0.0025 mg/L;

. 1,2-dichloroethane at 0.0025 mg/L;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane at 0.038 mg/L; and
. trichloroethene at 0.45 mg/lL.

The compounds-of-interest for the quantitative risk assessment for distant off-site
groundwater in the current land use scenario, and their exposure point concentrations are:

o 1,1-dichloroethene at 0.006 mg/L;
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J 1,1-dichloroethane at 0.0025 mg/L;
. 1,2-dichloroethene at 0.0025 mg/L;
. 1,2-dichloroethane at 0.0025 mg/L;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane at 0.007 mg/L; and
»  trichloroethene at 0.23 mg/L.

It should be noted that not all of these compounds were detected in the monitoring wells
used to calculate the exposure point concentrations. When a compound was not detected
in a particular well, half the detection limit was used to estimate the exposure point
concentration according to EPA guidance (EPA, 1989a).

3.6 ESTIMATED INTAKES AND DOSES

Intake assumptions, described in detail in Section 3.4, were combined with the
exposure point concentrations described in Section 3.5, to calculate intakes and doses. These
calculated chemical intakes are presented in Appendix C. Potential intakes or doses are
presented for each receptor for each compound of interest. Two intakes or doses are
estimated for each receptor. An average lifetime intake was estimated that can be combined
with an appropriate cancer slope factor to estimate a cancer risk. A chronic intake was also
estimated that can be combined with an appropriate RfD to generate a chronic hazard
index. The estimation of these potential health effects is discussed in Section 5.0.

3.7 UNCERTAINTIES IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The sources of uncertainty associated with the estimates of exposure were evaluated
by investigating the assumptions used in the exposure assessment. Uncertainties associated

with the exposure assessment for the Plant site include those associated with the

environmental sampling, analysis, and data evaluation; and those associated with the
parameters used to estimate intakes.

Environmental Sampling, Analysis and Data Evaluation

In this category, uncertainties may arise from the following:

. the number of samples collected;
. the choice of parameters to be analyzed;
. the actual chemical analysis performed on each sample;
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. the detection limits; and ‘ l’f‘f’g@

. combining data generated from different investigations.
The uncertainties associated with each item in this list are discussed in more detail below.

First, for each medium and each location within a medium, there is the possibility that
not enough samples were taken to characterize that medium and location. As the number
of samples increases, the uncertainty, presumably, decreases. For the Plant site, there have
been three different investigations (Historical, Phase I, and Phase II). However, only data
for the Phase I and Phase II investigations were used since the historical data is outdated
(data was collected in 1983 and 1984), it does not represent existing site conditions because
of implementation of interim remedial measures (i.e., the interim soil removal actions from
the Pump House and Railroad Dock area and the installation and operation of the
groundwater pump and treat system), and because the data was not validated in accordance

with standard laboratory procedures. These investigations have generated information about -

the on-site surface and subsurface soils; on-site and off-site groundwater in both the shallow
and deep aquifers; and off-site surface water and sediments. It appears that sufficient data
has been collected to adequately characterize .on-site soils and groundwater, and off-site
surface water and sediments. However, data is lacking regarding the extent of contamination
in off-site groundwater. The uncertainty associated with the number of samples collected
is anticipated to be low (may affect estimates of exposure by less than one order-of-
magnitude). -

Second, not all parameters were analyzed in every media during every sampling
investigation. However, with regard to the compounds identified from the Phase I as
relevant for sampling in the Phase II investigation (e.g., TCL volatiles, bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate; and PCBs - in Pump House area soils only), the compounds analyzed
were consistent for each media for both the Phase I and Phase II investigations. Therefore,
the uncertainty associated with the analysis of all parameters is low.

Third, the actual chemical analyses performed on each sample could lead to
erroncous data. However, the same laboratory and analytical methods were used in both
the Phase I and Phase II sampling efforts, Also, the QA/QC documentation was supportive
of accurate data. Therefore, the uncertainty associated with this assumption is low.

Fourth, analytical detection limits varied somewhat within and between media.
However, the relatively low concentrations observed for most compounds in most media
prevented substantial matrix effects on the sample analytical results for the compounds-of-
interest at the site. It was assumed that the compound was present at half the analytical

© 326

iR301806

i-i;‘{



detection limit for all compounds detected below detection limits. This is a consc(\tg@vc‘
assumption and likely to overestimate the actual concentrations of the compounds §moe
many of the compounds were only detected in one or a few samples, often at or near the
detection limit. This indicates that the presence of the chemical constituent is slight or may
not occur at all in some areas. However, with regard to the estimation of exposure point
concentrations in groundwater, the use of half the detection limit may lead to estimates of
risk that are artificially inflated. The uncertainty associated with this assumption is low to
moderate (may affect the estimated exposure by less than one to two orders-of-magnitude).

Finally, combining site investigation data from several investigations typically results
in much uncertainty. Combining data where anafytical methods and detection limits differ
can bias the risk assessment. However, as stated above, the same laboratory and analytical
methods were used in both instances and the analytical data compared well in both phases.
Therefore, the uncertainty introduced by this procedure is low.

Fate and Transport Analysis

The objective of the fate and transport analysis is to estimate exposure point
concentrations. For this analysis, exposure point concentrations were estimated either from
site analytical data or from a model. For exposure point concentrations estimated from site
analytical data (e.g., on-site soils and groundwater), uncertainties associated with modeling
are not relevant. However, uncertainties do arise from assumptions used for determination
of the exposure media and exposure pomt concentration. In this effort, uncertainties can
arise from the following sources:

. the use of the upper 95 percent confidence limit or the maximum
concentration in groundwater to estimate the exposure point
concentration according to EPA guidance (EPA, 1989a);

. the use of on-site monitoring well data to estimate near-site
groundwater concentrations;

U the use of monitoring data from PMW-16B to estimate distant off-site
groundwater exposure point concentrations for the current land use
scenario; and

. the use of the maximum concentrations for samples from on-site soil

as the exposure point concentration.
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The uncertainties associatéd with each item in this list are discussed below. Ty
N )

First, the use of the upper 95 percent confidence limit or the maximum concentration
(whichever is lower) to define the concentration of each compound in groundwater adds
uncertainty to the analysis. The use of this value is conservative and it is likely to overstate
the actual concentration of a compound in a particular medium. It should be noted that the
use of the upper 95 percent confidence limit or the maximum concentration as the source
concentration for a given media is recommended in the Superfund Risk Assessment
Guidance (EPA, 1989a). The uncertainty associated with this assumption is considered
moderate (may affect the estimated of exposure by two orders-of-magnitude).

Second, the use of the on-site groundwater data as the database for off-site
groundwater provides a high level of uncertainty. As pointed out earlier in Section 3, the
influence of the on-site groundwater pump and treat system is anticipated to prevent
significant migration of compounds from on-site groundwater to off-site locations. It appears
that this pumping system has contained the majority of contamination on-site based on the
observation that off-site concentrations of compounds-of-interest currently are 1% or less
than the concentrations observed on-site. This is noteworthy because, the compounds-of-
interest are considered very soluble and mobile. Also, the concentrations for some

\/ compounds in monitoring well PMW-8B have decreased between the Phase I and Phase I
investigations which reflects the effectiveness of the pump and treat system to contain and
remove the compounds-of-interest in groundwater along the property boundary. The use
of on-site groundwater concentrations to estimate off-site exposure estimates is likely to
overestimate near-site groundwater concentrations by one order-of-magnitude. Therefore,
the uncertainty associated with this assumption is considered low to moderate.

Third, the use of groundwater data from monitoring well PMW-16B to estimate
distant off-site groundwater concentrations can be considered very conservative and health
protective. This well is approximately 2400 feet hydraulically up-gradient from Table Rock
Road. The anticipated groundwater concentrations at Table Rock Road would most likely

‘be much less than at monitoring well PMW-16B.

‘Finally, the use of the maximum concentration as the exposuré point concentration
is a very conservative assumption. Risk assessment guidance (EPA, 1989a) specifies that the
upper 95% confidence level is to be used as the exposure point concentration. However,
insufficient data exists to allow a statistical evaluation in each of these areas. Also, this
: assumption does not allow for source depletion due to biodegradation, photolysis or
\__ volatilization.
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Uncertainty also exists in the assumptions used for each fate and transport modclmg'&f[

The volatilization models chosen for estimating volatile emissions from surface soils, while
based on state-of-the-art scientific understanding, could either over or underestimate actual
emissions. However, the models chosen are recommended by the EPA and the parameters
utilized in the analyses were conservatively chosen. Thus, it is likely that the models
overestimate actual volatile emissions from irrigated surface soils, lcadmg to a moderate
uncertainty to overestimate actual concentrations.

Second, the fugitive dust emission model chosen for this analysis could either under
of overestimate actual fugitive dust emissions. However, the ambient air concentrations
predicted with this model in conjunction with the box dispersion model are consistent with
typical PM10 dust concentrations measured in Region IIl. Thus, the uncertainty associated
with these estimates is likely to be low.

Third, the shower volatilization model, used in this analysis to estimate the shower
room air concentrations of volatiles and volatile emissions from groundwater during
irrigation, while based on state-of-the-art scientific understanding of this process, could either
over or underestimate actual volatile emissions. However, as defined above for the soil
volatilization model, the model chosen was recommended by EPA and has been used in
other Superfund risk assessments. Also, the parameters used in the models were
conservatively chosen. It is more likely that volatile emissions are overestimated rather than —/
underestimated. The uncertainty associated with these assumptions is assumed to be
moderate. -

Fourth, uncertainty is associated with the irrigation model used to estimate potential
concentrations of compounds-of-interest in irrigated soils. This model does not consider
biodegradation of compounds which leads to an over-estimate of actual soil concentrations,
especially for long term exposures. Since compounds applied in irrigation water are
solubilized and, consequently, already in a form amenable to microbial action,
biodegradation is believed to be a significant fate mechanism. This scenario does not
consider loss to volatilization from groundwater during irrigation. This was estimated to be
as high as 40%, on the average, for the compounds-of-interest in groundwater based on the
fraction volatilized from the shower model. Additionally, the parameters used in this model
were conservatively chosen, so overestimation is more likely, leading to a moderate level of
uncertainty.

Exposure Parameter Estimation
In this category, uncertainties may arise from the following: AR30 180
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. _the standard assumptions regarding ingestion rates, period exposed, life
expectancy, etc.;

. the use of body surface area and body weight assumptions;
¢« the assumption that the amount of media intake is constant and
representative;

. the use of an absorption factor of 1.0 (or 100%); and
. the assumptions associated with daily lifetime exposure.
The uncertainties associated with each item in this list are discussed in more detail below.

First, the standard assumptions regarding ingestion rate, period exposed, life
expectancy, population characteristics and lifestyle may not be representative of the actual
situation. This assumption can lead to an overestimation of risk due to the conservative
assumptions used when calculating exposures. The risk assessment used EPA recommended
values which are intended to be very conservative. The uncertainty associated with these
assumptions are moderate to high but are conservative and should overestimate exposure.

Second, the use of body surface area and body weight may not be representative of
the actual situation. However, the assumptions used correlate to the 50 percentile value, as
recommended by the EPA Risk Assessment Guidance (EPA, 1989a). Therefore, uncertainty
associated with this assumption is anticipated to be low.

Third, the assumption that the amount of media intake is constant and representative
of the exposed population is a very conservative assumption resulting in a moderate
potential for over estimation of exposure.

Fourth, use of an absorption factor of 1.0 for ingestion and inhalation of compounds-
of-interest may not represent actual intakes. The absorption of 100% of a compound
through ingestion and inhalation is unlikely. This assumption is likely to overestimate the
intake or doses by perhaps an order-of-magnitude or more (i.e., low to moderate for over-
estimation of risk).

Finally, the assumptions for daily lifetime exposure of receptors may not be
representative of the actual situation. For example, the off-site residents (e.g., nearby
residents and distant off-site residents) are assumed to be exposed to the compounds-of-
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interest in groundwater 7 days per week, 52 weeks per year, for 18 (for children) or 30 years
(for adults). This leads to a moderate to high level of uncertainty since the likelihood that
this scenario would occur is very small.

Summag‘

Taken together, the uncertainties associated with environmental sampling, analysis
and data evaluation; fate and transport analysis; and parameters used to estimate intakes
can be considerable. The approach employed in this analysis tends toward high estimates
of exposure to ensure protection of the more exposed or sensitive sub-populations.

" Although there is considerable uncertainty associated with the exposures estimated in this
analysis, it is much more likely that the values estimated will overestimate actual or potential
exposures rather than under estimating them. ‘

3.8 SUMMARY OF THE PUBLIC HEALTH EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

This section presented the public health exposure assessment portion of the risk
assessment for the Plant site. First, potential sources of compounds-of-interest and
migration pathways for these compounds were discussed. Second, the basis for the exposure
assessment was established by identifying potential receptors and exposure pathways. Third,
intake assumptions were specified for each potential receptor. Fourth, a fate and transport
analysis was utilized to estimate exposure point concentrations of compounds-of-interest
under current and future land use scenarios. Fifth, intakes and doses were calculated by
combining the intake assumptions and exposure point concentrations. Finally, uncertainties
in the public health exposure assessment were identified and discussed.
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4.0 TOXICITY ASSESSMENT FOR HUMAN HEALTH
EVALUATION

41 -ELEMENTS OF A TOXICITY ASSESSMENT

The purpose of the toxicity assessment is to weigh available evidence regarding the
potential for compounds-of-interest to cause adverse health effects in exposed individuals
and to provide, where possible, an estimate of the relationship between the extent of
exposure to a compound and the increased likelihood or severity of the adverse effect. A
toxicity assessment considers:

. the typés of adverse health effects associated with exposures to compounds-of-

interest;

. the relationship between the magnitude of exposure and the adverse effects;
and

. related uncertainties such as the weight of evidence of a particular

compound’s carcinogenicity in humans.

The toxicity assessment for the Plant site was accomplished in two steps: hazard
identification and dose-response assessment. The first step, hazard identification, is the
process of determining whether exposure to an agent can cause an increase in the incidence
of an adverse health effect. Hazard identification also involves characterizing the nature and
strength of the evidence of causation. The second step, dose-response evaluation, is the
process of quantitatively evaluating the toxicity information and characterizing the
relationship between the dose of the contaminant administered or received and the incidence
of adverse health effects in the exposed population. From this quantitative dose-response
relationship, toxicity values are derived that can be used to estimate the incidence of adverse
effects occurring in humans at different exposure levels.

It should be emphasized that the dose-response values discussed in this section are
based on methodology that is consistent with EPA risk assessment guidelines (EPA,19892)
and is intended to be conservative and, therefore, health protective. However, because these
dose-response values are conservative, they are likely to overstate the actual relationship
between an actual dose and the manifestation of an adverse health effect.

Based on the screening of ana]yﬂcal data from previous site investigations using the

41
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data evaluation procedure, a list of compounds-of-interest was prepared. This list is
presented in Table 4-1 and provides the focus for discussions in this section.

42 OVERVIEW OF CHEMICAL PROFILES

Chemical profiles are included for each compound of interest where adequate data
is available. Printouts from the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) database are
used as chemical profiles. IRIS is an EPA database which provides up to date health risk
and EPA regulatory information for numerous chemicals. IRIS contains only those RfDs
and slope factors that have been verified by the RfD or Carcinogen Risk Assessment
Verification Endeavor (CRAVE) Workgroups and consequently, is considered to be the
preferred source of toxicity information. The information contained in the IRIS database
includes:

. a summary of the status of the data contained in the file;
. chronic human health hazard assessment for non-carcinogenic effects
of the compounds-of-interest including reference doses and uncertainty
factors;
/.
. carcinogenicity assessment for lifetime exposure data; ‘
e health hazard assessments for varied exposure durations;

. supplemental data including acute human health hazard information
and physical/ chemical properties of the compound; and

. references and synonyms.

Chemical profiles for compounds-of-interest are provided in Appendix D.

43 TOXICITY INFORMATION FOR NON-CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS

The degree of toxicity of non-carcinogenic compounds is based on the ability of
organisms to repair and detoxify after exposure to a compound. This mechanism of repair
must be exceeded by some critical concentration (threshold) before the health effect is
manifested. For example, an organ can have a large number of cells performing the same \/
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or similar functions that must be significantly depleted before the effect on the organ is seeri.

This threshold view holds that a range of exposures from just above zero to some finite
value can be tolerated by the organism without an appreciable risk of adverse effects.

A reference dose (RfD) is the value assigned to a compound whereby a daily
exposure of the compound at or below the reference dose will not cause any appreciable
adverse health effects. The RfD is derived using conservative safety factors to adjust from
animals to humans, to protect sensitive sub-populations and to ensure that the RfD is
unlikely to underestimate the potential for adverse non-carcinogenic effects to occur. The
purpose of the RfD is to provide a benchmark against which the sum of doses (those
projected from human exposure to various environmental conditions) might be compared.
RfDs are expressed in various ways but primarily according to the length of exposure being
evaluated. A chronic RfD is an estimate of a daily exposure level for the human population,
including sensitive sub-populations, that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
damaging effects during a lifetime. Chronic RfDs are specifically developed to be protective
for long-term exposure to a compound.

The EPA has developed RfD:s for some of the compounds-of-interest selected for the
Plant site. RfDs were obtained from the IRIS database. Another EPA document that is
used for RfDs when they were not available in the IRIS database is the EPA Fourth Quarter
1990 Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (EPA, September 1990). The RfDs are
summarized in Table 4-2.

In addition to RfDs, the EPA (through its office of Drinking Water), develops Health
Advisories (HAs) for individual compounds representing less-than-lifetime exposures. The
HAs are developed from data describing non-carcinogenic endpoints of toxicity. The HAs
represent guidance levels for drinking water exposures based on the length of potential
exposure. The values for the One-day and Ten-day exposure periods do not consider other
sources of exposure such as food or air. For each, the resulting value, in mg/L, assumes
that 100% of an individual’s exposure comes from drinking water. HAs are derived to
protect sensitive members of the population. For the One-day and Ten-day HAs, the
protected individual is assumed to be a child. The child is assumed to weigh 10 kg unless
otherwise noted. It is also assumed that the child consumes 1 L of waierlday. Table 4-3 is
a summary of the health advisories for the compounds-of-interest at the Plant site as derived
from the IRIS database.
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44  TOXICITY INFORMATION FOR CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS

For compounds that exhibit carcinogenic effects, many authorities believe that one
or more molecular events can evoke changes in a single cell or a small number of cells that
can lead to tumor formation. This non-threshold theory of carcinogenesis suggests that any
level of exposure to a carcinogen can result in some finite possibility of generating the
disease. In the absence of information concerning the mechanisms of action for the chemical,
the EPA assumes that a non-threshold mechanism is operable for carcinogens.

The weight-of-evidence classification and cancer slope factor are the toxicity data
most commonly used to evaluate potential human carcinogenic risks. The carcinogenic
potential of a compound is classified into one of the following groups, according to the
weight of evidence from epidemiological and animal studies:

. Group A  Human Carcinogen

. GroupB  Probable Human Carcinogen (Bl - limited evidence of
carcinogenicity in humans; B2 - sufficient evidence of
carcinogenicity in animals with inadequate or lack of evidence
in humans) -

’ Group C  Possible Human Carcinogen (limited evidence of carcinogenicity
in animals or lack of human data)

* Group D  Not Classifiable as to Human Carcinogenicity (inadequate or no
evidence)
. Group E  Evidence of Non-carcinogenicity for Humans (no evidence of

carcinogenicity in adequate studies).
The classifications for the compounds-of-interest at the Plant site are shown in Table 4-4.
At low doses, the probability of contracting cancer in a lifetime is assumed ts be
proportional to the cumulative lifetime dose. The coefficient relating dose to risk is cailed

the cancer slope factor (CSF). Thus, if the dose or intake is represented by I and the cancer
slope factor by q,*, then the risk, R, is given by the equation:

R=gq*°1
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The intake has units of mg/kg-day and represents the average daily intake over the lifetime
of the exposed individual. The cancer slope factor is actually the upper bound value based
on fitting a mathematical model to experimental dose response data. The cancer slope
factor is used to estimate an upper-bound lifetime probability of an individual developing
cancer as a result of exposure to a particular compound. Cancer slope factors for the
compounds-of-interest at the Plant site are provided in Table 4-4.

4.5 UNCERTAINTIES RELATED TO TOXICITY INFORMATION

A large source of the uncertainty associated with a risk assessment are the
quantitative indices of toxicity (RfDs and CSFs). To compensate for these uncertainties,
these quantitative indices for evaluating long term exposures are based on concepts and
assumptions that bias an evaluation in the direction of overestimation of health risk. The
degree of uncertainty associated with quanntatwe indices of toxicity is dependent on both
the strength of evidence and conﬁdence

As stated earlier, an RfD is an estimate of the daily exposure to the human
population (including sensitive subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
deleterious effects during a lifetime. An-uncertainty factor is used in calculating the RfD
and reflects scientific judgement regarding the various types of data used to estimate RfD
values. An uncertainty factor of 10 is generally used to account for variations in human
_' sensitivity when extrapolating from valid human studies involving long term exposure of
~average healthy subjects. An additional 10-fold factor is generally used for each of the

following extrapolations: from long-term animal studies to humans, from a LOAEL (the
lowest observed adverse effect level) to a NOAEL (the no observed adverse effect level) and
from subchronic studies to a chronic RfD. In order to reflect professional assessment of the
“uncertainties of the study and data base not explicitly addressed by the above uncertainty

)'
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factors, an additional uncertainty factor or modifying factor ranging from greater than 0 to

less than or equal to ten is apphed Thc default value for this modifying factor is 1
- (HEAST, 1990).

For carcinogens, uncertainties are compensated for by using uppér Bounds for cancer
slope factors. Cancer slope factors are estimated through the use of mathematical models

for estimating the largest possible linear slope (within the 95% confidence limit) at low

extrapolated doses that is consistent with the data. The slope factor is characterized as an
~upper-bound estimate, where, at best, the dose-response assumptions used in a risk
assessment provide a rough but plausible estimate of the upper limit of risk. That is, it is
not likely that the true risk would be much more than the estimated risk, but it could very
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well be considerably lower, even approaching zero (HEAST, 1990).

In addition, there are varying degrees of confidence in the weight of evidence for
carcinogenicity of a given compound. EPA’s weight of evidence classification provides
information that can indicate the level of confidence or uncertainty in the carcinogenicity
data obtained from studies in humans or experimental animals. Some of the uncertainties
in the hazard evaluation are further compensated for by assuming that animal carcinogens
behave as human carcinogens. The summation of the risks associated with all potential
carcinogens, which is done for each evaluated exposure pathway, tends to overestimate risk
by including probable human carcinogens (Group B) with demonstrated human carcinogens
(Class A).

It is important to emphasize that the methodology typically employed to estimate
cancer slope factors (i.e., extrapolating from risks generated at high doses in animal studies
to risks at low doses) has considerable uncertainty associated with it, uncertainty suggesting
that risks estimated with this methodology could overestimate actual risks. First, the
carcinogenic effect is assumed to not exhibit a threshold effect. However, the human body
has mechanisms to detoxify compounds, particularly at low doses.

Second, there is considerable uncertainty regarding the appropriateness of
extrapolating from carcinogenic effects at high doses in animals to low doses in either
animals or humans. The high doses are often near the maximum tolerated dose for a test
animal species and these high doses are believed to cause cell proliferation which will result
in increased cancer risk because the odds of mutation increase (Cohen, 1990; Ames, B.N.
and LS. Gold, 1990). These findings call into question the animal test protocol used as the
basis for developing dose-response relationships for carcinogenic effects.

These two items suggest that the current practice of assuming that carcinogenic
effects do not exhibit threshold behavior and assuming that carcinogenic effects observed at
high doses in test animals can be used to predict cancer effects at lower doses are likely to
be incorrect, at least for some compounds. Thus, while the current practice is conservative
and, therefore, health protective, it is likely to be overconservative and is likely to overstate
the actual risk from exposure to compounds at low doses. '

4.6 SUMMARY OF QUANTITATIVE INDICES OF TOXICITY

The toxicity assessment provides information that is used in conjunction with the
exposure assessment to estimate potential risks posed to human receptors. This section
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presents a brief summary of health effects and discusses quantitative indices of toxicity for
each compound of interest.

4.6.1 Volatile Organics
I,I-Dichldrééihane

Summary of Health Effects. The EPA has classified 1,1-dichloroethane as a Class C -
Possible Human Carcinogen. At one time 1,1-dichloroethane was used as an anesthetic, but
it induces cardiac arrhythmias and its use was discontinued. It is probable that human
exposure to high levels of 1,1-dichloroethane may cause central nervous system depression,
respiratory tract, and skin irritation, since many of the chlorinated aliphatics cause these
effects (Parker at al, 1979). However, no dose response data concerning these effects are
available.

Quantitative Indices of Toxicity. The EPA has derived both an oral and an inhalation
RID for 1,1-dichloroethane of 0.1 mg/kg/day. The uncertainty factor associated with these
RfDs is 1000. Cancer slope factors have not been determined.

1,2-Dichloroethane

Summary of Health Effects. The EPA has classified 1,2-dichloroethane as a Class B2
- Probable Human Carcinogen- based on inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity from human
studies and sufficient evidence from animal studies. Data on the toxicokinetics of 1,2-
dichloroethane in humans are limited. Data from animal studies suggest that the compound
is rapidly absorbed following oral and inhalation exposure and after dermal contact with the
liquid form of the compound (EPA, 1985). Effects of acute inhalation exposure in humans
include irritation of mucous membranes in the respiratory tract and central nervous system
depression (EPA, 1985). Death may occur as a result of respiratory and circulatory failure.
Chronic studies in animals also have revealed toxic effects following inhalation cxposure
including degeneration of the liver (EPA, 1985)

Quantitative Indices of Toxlclgy EPA has dcnved both an oral and an mhalauon

. CSF for 1,2-dichloroethane of 0.091 (mg/kglday)‘1

L.1-Dichloroethene

Summary of Health Effects. The EPA has classified 1,1-dichloroethene as a Class C -
Possible Human Carcinogen. The compound is rapidly absorbed after oral and jnh:
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exposures (EPA, 1984,1987). Humans acutely exposed to 1,1-dichloroethene vapors :é'ilﬁ'b%
central nervous system depression (CH2M Hill, 1989). In animals, the liver is the principal
target of toxicity (CH2M Hill, 1989). Workers chronically exposed to 1,1-dichloroethene in
combination with other vinyl compounds exhibit liver dysfunction, headaches, vision
problems, weakness, fatigue and neurological sensory disturbances (EPA, 1987a). Chronic
oral administration to experimental animals results in both hepatic and renal toxicity (EPA,
1984).

Quantitative Indices of Toxicityy The EPA has derived an oral CSF for 1,1-
dichloroethene of 1.2 (mg/kg/day)?. The inhalation CSF is 0.6 (mg/kg/day). Additionally,
an oral RfD has been derived, it is 0.009 mg/kg/day. There is an uncertainty factor of 1000
associated with the RfD.

1,2-Dichloroethene

Summary of Health Effects. An IRIS chemical profile is only available for trans-1,2-
dichloroethene. With regard to carcinogenic classification, the EPA states that trans-1,2-
dichloroethene has not been evaluated as a possible substance/agent for evidence of human
carcinogenic potential. It is expected to be absorbed by any route of exposure. Information
on the health effects of trans-1,2-dichloroethene is limited. Inhalation exposure to 200 ppm
was associated with pneumonic infiltration to the lungs and progressive fatty degeneration
of the liver in rats (Freundt et al, 1977). High concentrations have anaesthetic properties
in humans (Irish, 1963).

Quantitative Indices of Toxicity. EPA has derived an oral RfD for t-1,2-
dichloroethene of 0.02 mg/kg/day. The uncertainty factor associated with this RfD is 1000.
Neither an inhalation RfD nor CSF has been determined.

1.1.1-Trichloroethane .

Summary of Health Effects. The EPA has classified 1,1,1-trichloroethane as a Class
D carcinogen. It is rapidly absorbed following oral and inhalation exposures. Pulmonary
absorption is initially large and gradually decrease to a steady state condition. Absorption
through the skin is slow. 1,1,1-Trichloroethane distributes throughout the body and readily
crosses the blood brain barrier (EPA,1984). The most notable toxic effects of the compound
in humans and animals are central nervous system depression, including anesthesia at very
high concentrations, and impairment of coordination, equilibrium, and judgement at lower
concentrations (350 ppm and above).
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Quantitative Indices of Toxicity. EPA has derived both an oral and an inhalation
RfD for 1,1,1-trichloroethane of 0.09 and 0.3 mg/kg/day, respectively.

Trichloroethene

Summary of Health Effects. The EPA has classified trichloroethene (TCE) as a B2-
Probable Human Carcinogen based on inadequate evidence in humans and sufficient
evidence of carcinogenicity from animal studies. TCE is & central nervous system depressant
following acute and chronic exposure (Stephens, 1945). High level exposure can result in
death due to respiratory and cardiac failure (EPA, 1985). Hepatotoxicity has been reported
in human and animal studies following acute exposure to TCE (EPA, 1985).

Quantitative Indices of Toxicity. The EPA derived an oral CSF for TCE of 0.011 -
(mg/kg/day)? and an inhalation CSF of 0.017 (mg/kg/day)™.

Xylene

Summary of Health Effects. Xylene is categorized as a Class D agent which implies
there is inadequate evidence of carcinogenicity. The three xylene isomers, compounds
having the same compound constituents in a different configuration, have similar
toxicological properties and are discussed together. When inhaled at high concentrations,
xylene causes central nervous system depression (EPA,1987b). It can also cause reddening
of the face, disturbed vision and salivation (GRI, 1988). There is some evidence suggesting
that xylene sensitizes the myocardium to the endogenous neurohormone, epinephrine and
can precipitate heart failure and death (GRI, 1988). Workers chronically exposed to xylene
display symptoms similar to those seen in acutely exposed individuals (Sandmeyer, 1981). In
addition there have been reports that disturbances in the blood can occur from xylene
exposure (GRI, 1988). There are no studies to indicate that xylene is carcinogenic or
mutagenic (GRI, 1988). S

Quantitative Indices of Toxicity. RfDs are established for exposure to xylene
compounds. The oral RfD is 2 mg/kg/day and the inhalation RfD is 0.085 mg/kg/day. An
uncertainty factor of 100 is associated with both of the RfDs. : v
4.6.2 PCBs

Summary of Health Effects. The EPA has classified PCB’s as a B2 carcinogen -

Probable Human Carcinogen based on inadequate evidence in humans and sufficient
evidence of carcinogenicity from animal studies. PCBs are readily absorbed through the
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gastrointestinal tract and somewhat less readily through the skin (EPA,1985c¢). PCBs are
presumably readily absorbed from the lungs, but few data are available that experimentally
define this extent of absorption after inhalation (EPA, 1985c). Dermatitis and chloracne
have been the most prominent and consistent findings in studies of occupational exposure
to PCBs (CH2M Hill, 1989). Reproductive, hepatic, immunotoxic, and immunosuppressive
effects appear to be the most sensitive end points of PCB toxicity in non rodent species, and
the liver appears to be the most sensitive target organ for toxicity in rodents (EPA, 1985).
Studies have suggested that PCB mixtures can act to promote or inhibit the action of other
carcinogens in rats and mice (EPA,1985).

Quantitative Indices of Toxicity. The EPA has derived an oral CSF for PCB’s of 7.7
(mg/kg/day)?. A CSF is not available for the inhalation route of exposure.

4.63 Quantitative Indices of Toxicity

The oral and inhalation quantitative indices of toxicity for the compounds-of-interest,
as discussed above, are summarized in Table 4-5. The table summarizes the reference doses
and cancer slope factors for each compound of interest.

4.7 CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs

Risk assessments under CERCLA are primarily used to supplement "applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements" (ARARs) in setting clean-up levels. They work in
two ways: First, where there are no ARARs for a specific compound, risk assessment
techniques may set "acceptable exposure levels,” based on an individual lifetime cancer risk
of between 10 and 10 (40 CFR. § 300.430(e)(2)(i)(A)(2)). In addition, EPA may
consider risk in determining clean-up levels "[ijn cases involving multiple contaminants or
pathways where the attainment of chemical- specific ARARs will result in a cumulative risk
in excess of 10 (40 C.F.R. § 300.430(e)(2)(i)(D)). Thus, if ARARSs exist and no multiple
contaminants or pathways affect the site segment or compound of interest, ARARs alone
should set clean-up levels. Although this risk assessment addresses all compounds-of-interest
in the various site media, it should affect clean-up only to the extent that no ARARSs exist
or multiple contaminants or pathways result in a cumulative risk above the 10 level.

With regard to the risk assessment, ARARs at the Plant site are the chemical-specific
ARARs. Chemical-specific ARARs fall into one of two categories: applicablé regulations
(i.e., which include clean-up standards, standards of control, or other substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal
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or state law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contammant) Or
relevant and appropriate (i.e., other advisories, criteria, or guidance that may not have been :
established as an enforceable standard but may have been deermed appropriate). Applicable
regulations with regard to compounds-of-interest at the Plant site include Safe Drinking
Water Act - Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and Maximum Contaminant Level
Goals (MCLGs). This regulation states that ground and surface water at a CERCLA site
should attain non-zero MCLGs when they are relevant and appropriate. Where MCLGs are
not relevant or appropriate or are set to zero (as is the case with MCLGs for known or
suspected carcinogens), the ground or surface water should attain only the corresponding
MCLs, if the MCL is applicable or relevant and appropriate. MCLs and MCLGs for
compounds-of-interest at the Plant site are summarized in Table 4-6. '

A regulation that is applicable for compounds-of-interest in soil is the regulation
under the Toxic Substance Control Act regarding PCBs. Part 761 states that soils and
- sediments with PCB contamination exceeding 50 ppm must be disposed of in facilities
specifically permitted for PCBs. In addition, the regulations describe clean soils as those
containing less than 1 ppm total PCBs.
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HEALTH RISKS )

In Section 3.0, potential human receptors and exposure pathways were identified,
exposure point concentrations were estimated for media that receptors may potentially
contact and intakes were estimated for each receptor. In Section 4.0, quantitative indices
of toxicity were presented for estimating human health effects associated with appropriate
doses or intakes. In this section, the estimated intakes are combined with the quantitative
indices of toxicity to estimate potential human health effects.

For compounds that exhibit carcinogenic effects, many authorities believe that one
or more molecular events can evoke changes in a single cell or a small number of cells that
can lead to tumor formation. This non-threshold theory of carcinogenesis suggests that any
level of exposure to a carcinogen can result in some finite possibility of generating the
disease. The degree of toxicity of non-carcinogenic compounds is based on the ability of
organisms to repair and detoxify after exposure to a compound. This mechanism of repair
must be exceeded by some critical concentration (threshold) before the health effect is
manifested. This threshold view holds that a range of exposures from just above zero to
some finite value can be tolerated by the organism without an appreciable risk of adverse
effects.

For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the incremental probability of an individual
developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure to a potential carcinogen. The risks
calculated are based on EPA recommended assumptions that are intended to be
conservative and, therefore, health protective. It is worth noting that the actual incidence
of contracting cancer over a lifetime is about one in four, and for those who contact
potential carcinogens, about 1 to 2% of these cancers have been associated with ambient or
background chemical pollution (Travis and Hester, 1990). According to Travis and Hester,
the lifetime cancer risk from exposure to background or ambient levels of chemical residues
in the environment is 1 to 5 x 10°. In contrast, the target risk range utilized by the EPA at
Superfund sites is 10 to 10 which is one to three orders-of-magnitude lower. Thus, not
only are the risks estimated in this risk assessment likely to overstate actual risks, but the
target risk range is likely to be an order-of-magnitude or more below levels of cancer
incidence in the general population resulting from background levels of chemical residues
in the environment.

In this section, potential health effects are evaluated two ways. The first step in this

process involves a comparison of estimated exposure point concentrations for compounds-of-
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interest in various media with compound specific applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirement (ARARs). This analysis is presented in Section 5.1. The second step involves
calculation of potential cancer risks and non-carcinogenic hazard indices for all receptors for
which intakes were estimated in Section 3.6. The purpose of this analysis, which is presented
in Section 5.2 for current land use conditions and Section 5.3 for future land use condmons,
is to obtain a relative measure of potential risks and chronic effects.

It should be emphasized that the cancer risks and chronic health effects estimated in
this section are not actval risks or hazard indices associated with current exposures or
expected risks or hazard indices associated with potential future exposures. These are
estimated risks and chronic hazard indices that are based on EPA Guidance for Risk
Assessments of Superfund sites (EPA, 1989a) and are associated with reasonable maximum
exposure scenarios and conservative quantitative indices of toxicity. Thus, these estimates
of risk and hazard indices are conservative and, therefore, health protective, but are likely
to overstate actual cancer risks or chronic health effects associated with actual exposures to
compounds-of-interest at the Plant site. An uncertainty analysis is presented which identifies
uncertainty in the risk characterization. This uncertainty analysis is discussed in more detail
in Section 5.4. A summary of this section is provided in Section 5.5.

§1 COMPARISON OF EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS WITH
CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs

As discussed in Section 3.5, exposure point concentrations were estimated based on
data collected at the Plant site and from mathematical models. As part of this analysis for
the Plant site, chemical-specific applicable or relevant and appropriate regulations (ARARS)
were identified. These chemical-specific ARARs are also media-specific. In this section,
exposure point concentrations for surface soil, groundwater, surface water and sediments are
compared with chemical-specific ARARs if available.

5.1.1 Surface Soil

The detected level of PCBs in Pump House Area soil (approximately 0.5 ppm) is less
' than the 1 ppm concentrations that is indicative of "clean soils" under Part 761 of TSCA.

§.1.2 Groundwater

There are several chemical-specific ARARs that are applicable to groundwater at the
site. Maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) or maximum contaminant level goals (MCLGs)
are ARARs for concentrations of compounds in groundwater that may be potentially used
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as a drinking water source. The MCLG is considered applicable for all compounds except
where the MCLG equals zero. When an MCLG equals zero for a particular compound,
such as for carcinogens, then the MCL is considered applicable. Such ARARs are available
for 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, and
trichloroethene. No ARAR (i.e, an MCLG or MCL) is available for 1,1-dichloroethane.
MCLGs and MCLs apply to both near-site and distant off-site groundwater for both the
current and future land use scenarios since nearby residents and distant off-site residents
were assumed to potentially ingest groundwater in both scenarios. Table 5-1 presents the
exposure point concentrations for near-site groundwater, for the future land use scenario and
distant off-site groundwater, for both the current and future land use scenarios. The
chemical-specific ARARs (i.e., the MCLGs or MCLs) have been provided for comparison.
The compounds-of-interest in near-site groundwater for the future land use scenario with
exposure point concentrations that exceed their respective ARAR include:

. 1,1-dichloroethene; and
. trichloroethene.

For the other compounds-of-interest in near-site groundwater (e.g., 1,2-dichloroethene, 1,2-
dichloroethane, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane), the exposure point concentration was below the
chemical-specific ARAR. The compound having an exposure point concentration exceeding
its ARAR in distant off-site groundwater under the existing land use scenario is:

» trichloroethene.

For the future land use scenario, compounds having exposure point concentrations exceeding
their respective ARARSs in distant off-site groundwater include:

. 1,1-dichloroethene; and
. trichloroethene.

5.13 Surface Water and Sediment

There are no ARARs for surface water and sediment associated with the Plant site.
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52 PUBLIC HEALTH RISK CHARAC’I‘ERIZATION CURRENT LAND
USE SCENARIO

This section discusses potential health effects to possible on-site and off-site receptors
for the current land use scenario. The health effects presented are potential cancer risks
and chronic hazard indices. These potential health effects are estimated for each receptor
and are broken down by intake route and compound. By partitioning the cancer risks and
chronic hazard indices in this manner, intake routes and compounds contributing the most
to the predicted health effects can be identified.

§.2.1 On-Site Maintenance Worker

The on-site maintenance worker was assumed to be exposed to compounds-of-interest
in on-site surface soils via incidental ingestion and dermal contact. Potential health effects
were evaluated for the on-site maintenance worker from each potential source area and the
risks were combined to estimate a total risk. Data regarding potential health effects to on-
site maintenance workers from exposure to soils was only presented for soils in the Pump
House and Railroad Dock areas as no compounds-of-interest were identified for Remote
Fill Line, Degreasing Fluid Storage Tank, and Old Waste Drum Storage areas. Therefore,
it was assumed that no risk would result from exposure to soils from these potential source
areas.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table S-2 presents the cancer risk to the maintenance worker and also presents the
percent of the total carcinogenic health risk by intake route. The total carcinogenic health
risk for the on-site maintenance worker was calculated to be 1.54 x 10”7 which is less than
the 10* to 10 acceptable cancer risk range specified by EPA. The exposure pathway
contributing the most to the overall carcinogenic health risk was incidental ingestion of on-
site surface soils (61%), with dermal contact with on-site surface soils contributing the
remaining 39%. Potential carcinogenic health risks were due to exposure to PCBs in Pump
House Area soils which accounted for 100% of the cancer risk.

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-3 presents the chronic hazard index for the on-site maintenance worker and
also presents the percent of total hazard index by chemical and exposure pathway. The total
hazard index for the on-site maintenance worker was calculated to be less than 0.01, which
indicates that chronic intakes are well below the acceptable chronic threshold level of 1.
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Incidental ingestion of on-site surface soils accounted for approximately 61% of the total
chronic non-carcinogenic hazard index with dermal contact with on-site surface soils
accounting for the remaining 39% of the risk. Direct contact exposures to Pump House
Area soil accounted for 69% of the total hazard index with direct contact exposures to
railroad dock area soils accounting for approximately 31% of the total. The compounds
contributing to the hazard index include 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1 1-TCA, 58%), xylenes
(31%), and 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA; 11%).

5.2.2 Nearby Resident Adults

Nearby resident adults, in the current and future land use scenario, are exposed to
compounds-of-interest in near-site groundwater through potable water uses and irrigation
uses of groundwater. The exposure pathways for potable water uses include ingestion,
dermal contact while showering, and inhalation of volatiles while showering. Exposure
pathways from irrigation uses of groundwater include inhalation of volatiles while irrigating
with groundwater, dermal contact with irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and
fugitive dusts from irrigated garden soil.

Since nearby residents in both the current and future land use scenarios have identical
exposure pathways and exposure point concentrations, the potential health risks to these
receptors are the same for both scenarios. Therefore, the discussion of potential health
effects for nearby resident adults, children and young children provided here for the current
land use scenario is applicable for these receptors in the future land use scenario.

The discussion of potential health effects to nearby residents will be done in two
parts. The first part will presents the potential health effects to nearby residents from
irrigation uses of groundwater. The second part will present the potential health effects to
nearby residents from potable uses and irrigation uses. The presentation of the results into
two discussions was done because, with the installation of municipal water mains near the
site, potable water uses are less likely to occur than irrigation uses of groundwater. Also,
individuals that currently have a well, but are using municipal water for household use, are
more likely to be exposed to groundwater via irrigation uses. Therefore, exposures from
irrigation uses of groundwater are expected to occur more frequently than exposures from
potable uses.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-4 presents the carcinogenic health risk to nearby resident adults for the
current and future land use scenario. This table also presents the percent of the total cancer
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risk by chemical and pathway. The cancer risk for nearby resident adults to irrigation uses
of groundwater was calculated to bz 1.49x10”. The exposure pathway contributing the
majority to the overall cancer risk is ciermal contact with irrigated soil (54%), followed by
inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils accounting for 24% and
inhalation of volatiles from irrigation accounting for 21%. 1,1-Dichloroethene (1,1-DCE)
accounted for 51% of the risk with trichloroethene (TCE) contributing 48% of the risk.

The total cancer risk from irrigation and potable uses of groundwater for nearby
resident adults was calculated to be 2.71 x 10 which slightly exceeds the 10 to 10°
acceptable cancer risk range specified by EPA.. The exposure pathway contributing the most
to the overall carcinogenic health risk was ingestion of groundwater (approximately 88.5%

~ of the total), with the balance of the risk primarily from the inhalation of volatiles while

showering (11%). The remaining exposure pathways; dermal contact with groundwater,
dermal contact with irrigated soil, and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated
soils, all contributed less than 1% of the total when combined. The compounds contributing
to the overall carcinogenic health risk were 1,1-DCE, which contributed 71% to the total,
and TCE, which contributed 28% to the overall risk. 1,2-DCA contributed approximately
1% to the overall risk. The only pathway that, by itself (all compounds combined), exceeded
the 10 to 10 risk range was groundwater ingestion. Risks from each compound, when
considered by themselves (all pathways combined), were within the 10 to 10 acceptable
risk range, except for 1,1-DCE which had a combined total risk of 1.79 x 10 for all
pathways. ‘ ‘ :

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-5 presents the chronic hazard index to nearby resident adults and provides
the percent of total hazard index by chemical and exp:osure pathway. The total hazard index
from irrigation uses of groundwater was less than 0.(::. The total hazard index for the off-
site resident adult from irrigation uses and potable uses of groundwater was approximately
0.06, which indicates that chronic intakes are well below the acceptable threshold level of
1. As observed above, the exposure pathway contributing the most to the overall hazard
index was groundwater ingestion (99%). ‘All of the other pathways contributed 1% or less
of the total hazard index. The compounds contributing to the hazard index include 1,1-DCE
(69%), 1,1,1-TCA (23%), total 1,2-DCE (6.5%), and 1,1-DCA (1.5%).

523 Nearby Resident Children

Similar to nearby resident adults, nearby resident childrerf(égéd 2 to 18 years), in the
current and future land use scenario, are exposed to compounds-of-interest in near-site
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groundwater via ingestion, dermal contact while showering, inhalation of volatiles while
showering, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating with groundwater, dermal contact with .
irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated garden soil.
As noted above for nearby resident adults, the results reported here for the current land use
scenario is applicable for the future land use scenario.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-6 presents the carcinogenic health risk to nearby resident children and also
provides a summary of the percent of the total cancer risk by compound and pathway. The
cancer risk for nearby resident children to irrigation uses of groundwater was calculated to
be 2.62x107. The exposure pathway contributing the majority to the overall cancer risk is
dermal contact with irrigated soil (72%) with 1,1-DCE accounted for 54% of the risk with
trichloroethene (T'CE) contributing 45% of the total risk.

The total cancer risk for the nearby resident children from irrigation uses and potable
water uses of groundwater was calculated to be 2.3 x 10™* which slightly exceeds the 10 to
107 acceptable cancer risk level specified by EPA. As with nearby resident adults, cancer
risks to nearby resident children come primarily from ingestion of groundwater (85%) and
inhalation of volatiles from showers (14.5%). The other exposure pathways contributed less
then 1% of the total carcinogenic health risk when. combined. Risks were primarily from
1,1-DCE, contributing 70%, and- TCE, contributing 29% to the total risk. 1,2-DCA
contributed approximately 1% to the total risk. It should be noted that the risks from only
one pathway (ail compounds combined), ingestion groundwater; and from only one
compound (all pathways combined), 1,1-DCE, exceeded the acceptable risk range of 10* to
10°.

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-7 presents the chronic hazard index to nearby resident children and also
provides a summary of the percent of total hazard index by compound and pathway. The
total hazard index from irrigation uses of groundwater was less than 0.01. The total hazard
index for the nearby resident children from irrigation and potable water uses was calculated
to be 0.08, which is well below the acceptable chronic threshold level of 1. The majority of
the chronic hazard index is from groundwater ingestion (98%), with inhalation of volatiles
in shower room air contributing approximately 2%. 1,1-DCE contributed 69%, 1,1,1-TCA
contributed 23%, total 1,2-DCE contributed 6%, and 1,1-DCA contributed 2% to the total
hazard index. :
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524 Nearby Resident Young Children

Nearby resident young children (aged 2 to 6 years), in the current land use scenario,
are exposed to compounds-of-interest in near-site groundwater via groundwater ingestion,
dermal contact while bathing, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating with groundwater,
dermal contact with irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from
irrigated garden soil.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-8 presents the carcinogenic health risk to nearby resident young children and
also provides a summary of the percent of the total cancer risk by compound and pathway.
The cancer risk for nearby resident children to irrigation uses of groundwater was calculated
to be 1.05x107. The exposure pathway contributing the majority to the overall cancer risk
is dermal contact with irrigated soil (66%) with 1,1-DCE accounted for 54% of the risk with
_ trichloroethene (TCE) contributing approximately 46% of the total risk.

The total cancer risk for nearby resident young children from irrigation uses and
potable water uses of groundwater was calculated to be 1.19 x 10* which only slightly
exceeds the acceptable cancer risk range of 10 to 10 specified by EPA. As with adults,
cancer risks to nearby resident young children come primarily from groundwater ingestion
which accounts for nearly 100% of the total carcinogenic hbalth risk. The risks were
primarily from 1,1-DCE, contributing 74%, and TCE, contributing 25% to the total
carcinogenic health risk. 1,2-DCA contributed approximately 1% to the total ris.

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-9 presents the chronic hazard index for nearby resident young children and
also provides a summary of the percent of total hazard index by compound and pathway.
The total hazard index from irrigation uses of groundwater was less than 0.01. The total
hazard index for the nearby resident YOung children from irrigation and potable water uses
was calculated to be 0.16, which is below the acceptable chronic threshold level of 1. As
with potential carcinogenic effects, the majority of the chronic hazard index is from ingestion
of groundwater (approximately 100%). 1,1-DCE contributed 70%, 1,1,1-TCA contributed
22%, total 1,2-DCE contributed 7%, and 1,1-DCA. contributed 1% to the overall chronic
hazard index. : '
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5.2.5 Distant Off-Site Resident Adults

Distant off-site resident adﬁ]ts, in the current land use scenario, are exposed to
compounds-of-interest in distant off-site groundwater via ingestion, dermal contact while
showering, inhalation of volatiles while showering, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating with
groundwater, dermal contact with irrigated soil and inhalation of volatiles and fugmve dusts
from irrigated garden soil.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table' 5-10 presents the carcinogenic health risk to distant off-site resident adults for
the current land use scenario. This table also presents the percent of the total cancer risk
by chemical and pathway. The total cancer risk for the distant off-site resident adult was
calculated to be 1.38 x 10 which only slightly exceeds the 10~ to 10 cancer risk range
specified by EPA. The exposure pathway contributing the most to the overall carcinogenic
health risk was ingestion of groundwater (approximately 88% of the total), with the balance
of the risk primarily from the inhalation of volatiles while showering (11%). The remaining
exposure pathways; dermal contact with groundwater, dermal contact with irrigated soil, and
inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils, all contributed less than 1% of
the total when combined. The compounds contributing to the overall carcinogenic health
risk were 1,1-DCE, wlﬁf:h contributed 70% to the total, and TCE, which contributed 28%
to the overall risk. 1,2-DCA contributed approximately 2% to the overall risk. The only
pathway that, by itself (all compounds combined), exceeded the 10 to 10 risk range was
groundwater ingestion. Risks from each compound, when considered by themselves (all
pathways combined), were within the 10 to 10°° acceptable risk range.

Although these risks were calculated in the current land use scenario, it has not been
established whether receptors at this location actually ingest groundwater or if the
groundwater ingested actually contains compounds-of-interest. Depending on the actual
situation, actual risks could be much lower, possibly even zero. However, the assumptions
made for distant off-site residents in the current scenario were made conservatively so that
actual risks would not be underestimated.

Chronic Hazard Index
Table 5-11 presents the chronic hazard index for distant off-site resident adults and
provides the percent of total hazard index by chemical and exposure pathway. The total

hazard index for the off-site resident adult was approximately 0.03, which indicates that
chronic intakes are well below the acceptable threshold level of 1. As observed above, the
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exposure pathway contributing the most to the overall liazard index was groundwater
ingestion (99%). All of the other pathways contributed less than 1% of the total. The
compounds contributing to the hazard index include 1,1-DCE (74%), total 1,2-DCE (14%),
1,1,1-TCA (9%), and 1,1-DCA (3%).

52.6 Distant OIT-Site Resident Children

Similar to distant off-site resident adults, distant off-site resident children (aged 2 to
18 years), in the current land use scenario, are exposed to compounds-of-interest in distant
off-site groundwater via ingestion, inhalation of volatiles while showering, dermal contact
with groundwater while showering, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating with groundwater,
dermal contact with irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from
irrigated garden soil.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-12 presents the carcinogenic health risk to distant off-site resident children
and also provides a summary of the percent of the total cancer risk by compound and
pathway. The total cancer risk for distant off-site resident children was calculated to be 1.17
x 10 which only slightly exceeds the 10 to 10 acceptable cancer risk level specified by
EPA. As with distant off-site resident adults, cancer risks to distant off-site resident children
come primarily from ingestion of groundwater (85%) and inhalation of volatiles from
showers (15%). All other exposure pathways contributed less then 1% of the total
carcinogenic health risk when combined. The risks were primarily from 1,1-DCE,
contributing 69%, and TCE contributing 29% to the total risk. 1,2-DCA contributed
approximately 2% to the total risk. It should be noted that the risks from any one pathway
(all compounds combined) and from any one compound (all pathways combined) falls within
the acceptable EPA risk range of 10 to 10

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-13 presents the chronic hazard index to distant off-site resident children and
also provides a summary of the percent of total hazard index by compound and pathway.
The total hazard index for distant off-site resident children was calculated to be 0.04, which
is well below the acceptable chronic threshold level of 1. The majority of the chronic hazard
index is from groundwater ingestion (99%), with inhalation of volatiles in shower room air
contributing approximately 1%. 1,1-DCE contributed 74%, total 1,2-DCE contributed 14%,
1,1,1-TCA contributed 9%, and 1,1-DCA contributed 3% to the total hazard index.
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5.2.7 Distant Off-Site Resident Young Children

Distant off-site resident young children (aged 2 to 6 years), in the current land use
scenario, are exposed to compounds-of-interest in distant off-site groundwater via
groundwater ingestion, dermal contact while bathing, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating
with groundwater, dermal contact with irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and
fugitive dusts from irrigated garden soil.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-14 presents the carcinogenic health risk to distant off-site resident young
children and also provides a summary of the percent of the total cancer risk by compound
and pathway. The total cancer risk for the distant off-site resident young children was
calculated to be 6.07 x 10 which falls within the acceptable cancer risk range of 10~ to 10°
specified by EPA. As with adults, cancer risks to distant off-site resident young children
come primarily from groundwater ingestion which accounts for nearly 100% of the total
carcinogenic health risk. The risks were primarily from 1,1-DCE, contributing 72%, and
TCE, contributing 25% to the total carcinogenic health risk. 1,2-DCA contributed
approximately 2% to the total. '

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-15 presents the chronic hazard index for distant off-site resident young
children and also provides a summary of the percent of total hazard index by compound and
by pathway. The total hazard index for the distant off-site resident young children was
calculated to be 0.08, which is well below the acceptable chronic threshold level of 1. The
majority of the chronic hazard index is from ingestion of groundwater (approximately 100%).
1,1-DCE contributed 75%, total 1,2-DCE contributed 14%, 1,1,1-TCA contributed 9% and
1,1-DCA contributed 3% to the overall chronic hazard index.

53 PUBLIC HEALTH RISK CHARACTERIZATION: FUTURE LAND
USE SCENARIO

This section discusses potential health effects to possible on-site and off-site receptors
for the future land use scenario. In order to interpret the health effects for the future land
use scenario, some of the assumptions made in Section 3 must be reviewed. First, the
concentrations of compounds-of-interest in on-site surface soils are assumed to remain the
same. This is considered very conservative since future concentrations should actually be
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less due to normal removal mechanisms (ie., biodegradation, photolysis, abiotic
dechlorination, etc.).

Second, the concentrations of compounds-of-interest in near-site groundwater are
assumed to remain the same. This assumption is assumed to be valid considering the
current on-site groundwater pump and treat system. The concentrations in near-site
groundwater should actually decrease over time since the pump and treat system should
contain and reduce the on-site source (i.e., on-site groundwater). However, without more
substantive information on off-site groundwater conditions and flows at the site, future near-
site groundwater concentrations are assumed to remain the same as those presented for the
current land use scenario.

- Third, future concentrations of compounds-of-interest in distant off-site groundwater
were assumed to be the same as those for near-site groundwater in the current land use
scenario. The actual concentrations of compounds-of-interest may be much less than what
was presented in the current land use scenario. Therefore, to assume that the exposure
point concentrations in the future land use scenario actually increase is conservative and
health-protective. Near-site groundwater was assumed to be at a location hydraulically up-
gradient of distant off-site groundwater. It is anticipated that the compounds-of-interest in
near-site groundwater would decrease, as a result of dilution and dispersion, before reaching
distant off-site groundwater.

531 On-Site Maintenance Worker

The estimated carcinogenic risks and hazard indices for the on-site maintenance
worker for the future land use scenario are identical to those estimated for the current land

‘use scenario. Thus, the discussion of these health effects in Section 5.2.1 is applicable and

will not be repeated here.
53.2 Nearby Residents

Nearby residents in the future land use scenario (as in the current land use scenario)
are exposed to compounds-of-interest in near-site groundwater via ingestion, dermal contact
while showering, inhalation of volatiles while showering, inhalation of volatiles while
irrigating with groundwater, dermal contact with irrigated garden soil and inhalation of
volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated garden soil. As identified in Sec:ion 5.2 above, the
potential exposure pathways and exposure point concentrations are identical for both the
current and future land use scenarios. Therefore, the discussions provided for potential
health effects to nearby resident aduits, children and young children in Sections 5.2.2, 5.2.3,
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and 5.2.4 are applicable for nearby residents in the future land use scenario.
533 Distant Off-Site Resident Adults

Distant off-site resident adults, in the future land use scenario, are exposed to
compounds-of-interest in distant off-site groundwater via ingestion, dermal contact while
showering, inhalation of volatiles while showering, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating with
groundwater, dermal contact with irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive
dusts from irrigated garden soil.

It should be noted that the exposure assumptions for distant off-site residents (i.e.,
adults, children, and young children) are identical to those identified for nearby residents for
the future scenario. In addition, the exposure point concentrations are assumed to be the
same for these two receptors groups. Therefore, the results and following discussion for
distant off-site residents in the future scenario duplicates the discussion provided above for
nearby residents.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-16 presents the carcinogenic health risk to distant off-site resident adults for
the current land use scenario. This table also presents the percent of the total cancer risk
by chemical and pathway. The total cancer risk for distant off-site resident adults was
calculated to be 2.71 x 10** which slightly exceeds the 10~ to 10°® acceptable cancer risk
range specified by EPA. The exposure pathway contributing the most to the overall
carcinogenic health risk was ingestion of groundwater (approximately 88.5% of the total),
with the balance of the risk primarily from the inhalation of volatiles while showering (11%).
The remaining exposure pathways; dermal contact with groundwater, dermal contact with
irrigated soil, and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils, all contributed
less than 1% of the total when combined. The compounds contributing to the overall
carcinogenic health risk were 1,1-DCE, which contributed 71% to the total, and TCE, which
contributed 28% to the overall risk. 1,2-DCA contributed approximately 1% to the overall
risk. The only pathway that, by itself (all compounds combined), exceeded the 10 to 10
risk range was groundwater ingestion. Risks from each compound, 'when considered by
themselves (all pathways combined), were within the 10 to 10 acceptable risk range,
except for 1,1-DCE which had a combined total risk of 1.79 x 10 for all pathways.

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-17 presents the chronic hazard index to distant off-site resident adults and
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provides the percent of total hazard index by chemical and &xposure pathway. The total

hazard index for off-site resident adult was approximately 0.06, which indicates that chronic

intakes are well below the acceptable chronic threshold level of 1. As observed above, the

exposure pathway contributing the most to the overall hazard index was groundwater

ingestion (99%). All of the other pathways contributed 1% or less of the total. The

compounds contributing to the hazard index include 1,1-DCE (69%), 1,1,1-TCA (23%), total
1,2-DCE (6. 5%), and 1,1-DCA (2%).

5§3.4 Distant Off-Site Resident Children

Similar to distant off-site resident adults, distant off-site resident children (aged 2 to
18 years), in the future land use scenario, are exposed to compounds-of-interest in distant
off-site groundwater via ingestion, dermal contact while showering, inhalation of volatiles
while showering, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating with groundwater, dermal contact with
irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated garden soil.

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-18 presents the carcinogenic health risk to distant off-site resident children
and also provides 2 summary of the percent of the total cancer risk by compound and
pathway. The total cancer risk for distant off-site resident children was calculated to be 2.3
x 10* which slightly exceeds the 10 to 10 acceptable cancer risk level specified by EPA.
As with distant off-site resident adults, cancer risks to distant off-site resident children come
primarily from ingestion of groundwater (85%) and inhalation of volatiles from showers
(14.5%). The other exposure pathways contributed less then 1% of the total carcinogenic
health risk when combined. The risks were primarily from 1,1-DCE, contributing 70%, and
TCE, contributing approximately 29% to the total risk. 1,2-DCA contributed approximately
1% to the total risk. It should be noted that the risks from only one pathway (all
compounds combined), ingestion groundwater; and from only one compound (all pathways
combined), 1,1-DCE, exceeded the acceptable risk range of 10 to 10%,

Chronic Hazard Index : ' C

Table 5-19 presents the chronic hazard index to distant off-site resident children and
also provides a summary of the percent of total hazard index by compound by pathway. The
total hazard index for the distant off-site resident children was calculated to be 0.08, which
is well below the acceptable chronic threshold level of 1. The majority of the chronic hazard
index is from groundwater ingestion (98%), with inhalation of volatiles in shower room air

contributing approximately 2%. The compounds contn'butmg to the hazard index include
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1,1-DCE (contributed 69% of the total), 1,1,1-TCA (23%), total 1,2-DCE (6.5%), and 1,1-
DCA (approximately 2%).

53.5 Distant Off-Site Resident Young Children

Distant off-site resident young children (aged 2 to 6 years), in the current land use
scenario, are exposed to compounds-of-interest in distant off-site groundwater via
groundwater ingestion, dermal contact while bathing, inhalation of volatiles while irrigating
with groundwater, dermal contact with irrigated garden soil and inhalation of volatiles and
fugitive dusts from irrigated garden soil. |

Carcinogenic Risk

Table 5-20 presents the carcinogenic health risk to distant off-site resident young
children and also provides a summary of the percent of the total cancer risk by compound
and pathway. The total cancer risk for distant off-site resident young children was calculated
to be 1.19 x 10 which only slightly exceeds the acceptable cancer risk range of 10 to 10
specified by EPA. As with adults, cancer risks to distant off-site resident young children
come primarily from groundwater ingestion which accounts for nearly 100% of the total
carcinogenic health risk. The risks were primarily from 1,1-DCE, contributing 73.5%, and
TCE, contributing 25% to the total carcinogenic health risk. 1,2-DCA contributed /
approximately 1% to the total risk.

Chronic Hazard Index

Table 5-21 presents the chronic hazard index for distant off-site resident young
children (aged 2 to 6 years) and also provides a summary of the percent of total hazard
index by compound and pathway. The total hazard index for distant off-site resident young
children was calculated to be 0.16, which is below the acceptable chronic threshold level of
1. The majority of the chronic hazard index is from ingestion of groundwater (approximately
100%). 1,1-DCE contributed 70%, 1,1,1-TCA contributed 22%, total 1,2-DCE contributed
6.5%, and 1,1-DCA contributed 1% to the overall chronic hazard index.

54  UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS

The sources of uncertainty for the risk characterization include: uncertainty in the
selection of compounds-of-mterest, uncertainty in the assumptions for both the current and
future land use scenarios; exposure assessment, and toxicity assessment; and uncertainty -/
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associated with combining of the exposure assumptions and toxicity assumptions for the risk
characterization. Below is a qualitative discussion of the key site-related variables and
assumptions that contribute most of the uncertainty to the risk assessment.

54.1 Unqex;tainties Involving the Selection of
Compounds-of-Interest

~ The compounds-of-interest identified in the Phase II, Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Rizzo, 1989b), for chemical analysis include the TCL volatiles, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
and PCBs (in Pump House Area soil only). These compounds were identified as
compounds-of-interest based on compounds used in various plant processes (primarily TCE
and 1,1,1-TCA and their derivatives) and those compounds observed in various site media
(e.g., on-site surface soils and groundwater; and off-site surface water, sediments and
groundwater) from previous investigations. While some additional compounds were detected
in various site media, they were eliminated from the analysis because they are either
common laboratory contaminants, they are ubiquitous in the environment, or their presence
is due to alternative sources not generated by operations at the Plant site. The compounds-
of-interest for the Phase II investigation were then subjected to further evaluation in the risk
assessment. Compounds were eliminated from the risk assessment if they are common
laboratory contaminants and not compounds associated with site operations, if they were
found at or near background levels or if they were not identified in any site media.
Following the data evaluation, a list of compounds-of-interest was provided for the different
media (e.g., on-site surface soils, on-site and off-site groundwater, surface water, and
sediments) for the quantitative risk assessment. This master list of compounds-of-interest
includes:

. 1,1-dichloroethene;

. 1,1-dichloroethane;

. total 1,2-dichloroethene; -
. 1,2-dichloroethane;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane;

. trichloroethene;
. xylenes; and

¢ PCB-1254.

A more detailed list of compounds-of-interest by media and location is pfovided in Table
2-21. :

“Of the compounds-of-interest selected for the quantitative risk assessment, TCE was
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the most prevalent compound. The other compounds were detected at much lower
concentrations with some that were reported at or near the detection limit. Many
compounds were retained as compounds-of-interest for the quantitative risk assessment
because they are degradation compounds of TCE or 1,1,1-TCA, the chemicals actually used
in the degreasing operations at the site. Therefore, the probability of underestimating actual
risks is low.

542 Uncertainties Involving Land Use Scenarios

The exposure pathways (and receptors) identified in this risk assessment were
developed following a site visit and a preliminary review of site data. The likelihood of
exposure to compounds-of-interest by potential receptors identified in this risk assessment
may not occur and is a source of some uncertainty.

Current Land Use Scenario

For the current land use scenario, the on-site receptors identified included the on-site
maintenance worker (i.e., an individual who would be exposed to compounds-of-interest in
on-site surface soils). This receptor was identified based on a review of existing site
operations and was selected for further evaluation. The maintenance worker, when

compared to an office worker or plant worker, was assumed to have the highest potential

exposure to compounds-of-interest in on-site soils. The other two potential on-site receptor
groups (i.e., office worker and plant worker) were assumed to come into contact with
compounds-of-interest in surface soils very infrequently, if at all.

Potential off-site receptors include nearby residents and distant off-site residents.
These receptors were identified as hypothetical off-site groundwater users. Nearby residents
were identified as potential receptors because of the potential use of groundwater for
irrigation purposes and for domestic uses (i.c., a potable water source). An alternative
potable water source has been provided for residents near the Plant site. However, a
detailed accounting of near-site groundwater uses is currently not available.

The distant off-site resident was identified as a potential recéptor because of the
uncertainty associated with the delineation of off-site groundwater contamination down-
gradient from the site. The deep down gradient groundwater monitoring well, PMW-16B,
installed and sampled during the Phase II investigation, showed total volatile concentrations
of 250 ppb, approximately 1000 feet east of the Plant site property boundary. The extent
of COI in groundwater east of this well is currently not known. A conservative approach
was taken which evaluated a distant off-site groundwater user that used groundwater as a

N
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potable water source. Due to the uncertainty in the extént of COI in groundwater, the
concentrations of the compounds-of-interest in PMW-16B were used to estimate exposure
point concentrations for distant off-site residents. It is likely that the actual concentrations
of compounds-of-interest are much lower than estimated for the current land use scenario.
For both off-site groundwater use scenarios (i.e., the near-site groundwater user and distant
off-site groundwater user), potential health risks were evaluated for a residential scenario
and potential risks were calculated for adults, children, and young children.

To summarize, the uncertainties associated with the receptors chosen for the current
land use scenario include: ~

For on-site maintenance workers:

. On-site maintenance workers were chosen for the quantitative risk
assessment because they were assumed to have the greatest potential
contact with on-site surface soils. It is unlikely that the other on-site
workers (e.g., office workers and plant workers) would experience
greater exposures. Therefore, the uncertainty associated with
underestimating risks to these individuals is low.

For nearby residents:

. Since it is not known whether near-site groundwater is actually used for
irrigation or ingestion, the assumption that it is used is for these
purposes is conservative. However, irrigation uses are much more
likely to occur than potable uses. Also, if groundwater is used,
assuming that concentrations of compounds-of-interest in on-site
monitoring wells are Trepresentative of near-site groundwater
concentrations is conservative. Considering these two assumptions, it
is likely that potential exposures are underestimated for nearby
residents in the current or future land use scenarios. The likelihood of
overestimation of risks to nearby residents is moderate.

For distant off-site residents:

. The presence of compounds-of-interest east of the Plant site is
| currently not known. However, to assume that a distant off-site
resident is using groundwater as a potable water source and that the
exposure point concentrations at this location are equal to the
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concentration at morﬁtoﬁng well PMW-16B is very conservative.
Therefore, it is unlikely that risks to distant off-site residents will be
underestimated. The uncertainty associated with overestimation of risk
is considered low to moderate.

Future Land Use Scenario

For the future land use scenario, the receptors identified for the current land use
scenario were assumed applicable. No on-site receptors other than maintenance workers
were added because future uses of the site are assumed to be industrial. This assumption
is considered valid as the land is zoned commercial/ industrial and operations at the plant
are currently on-going. No additional future off-site receptors were identified since the
receptors identified for the current land use scenario were sufficient to identify all potential
existing and future exposure pathways.

To summarize, the uncertainties regarding the receptors chosen for the future land
use scenario include:

For on-site maintenance workers:

. Similar to the uncertainty presented above for the current land use
scenario, the uncertainty associated with underestimating risks to on-
site maintenance workers is low for the future land use scenario.

For nearby residents:

. Since an alternative potable water source has been provided for most
nearby residents, it is very conservative to assume future groundwater
ingestion. Therefore, the overestimation of risk to nearby residents in
the future land use scenario is considered to be moderate.

For distant off-site residents:

. As identified above for the current land use scenario, the extent of
contamination to the east of the Plant site is currently not known.
However, to assume that future groundwater concentrations for
compounds-of-interest equals - current near-site  groundwater
concentrations is very conservative for two reasons:
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. If distant off-site groundwater was cofitafninated, future
concentrations would be less than near-site groundwater
because of dilution and dispersion.

. = On-site monitoring wells were used to estimate near-site
groundwater contamination. It is very conservative to
assume distant off-site groundwater concentrations would
equal the concentrations detected in on-site monitoring
wells. : '

Therefore, the overestimation of risk to distant off-sxte residents in the future ]land use
scenario is assumed to be moderate.

543 Uncertainties in the Exposure Assessment
A variety of uncertainties are associated with the exposure assessment por:on of the

risk assessment at the Plant site, as discussed in Section 3.7. Seven exposure pathways were
evaluated for seven receptors in two land use scenarios. These exposure pathways include:

¢ incidental ingestion of on-site surface soils;

. dermal contact with on-site surface soils;

. ingestion of groundwater;

. dermal contact with groundwater while showcnng or bathing;

X inhalation of volatiles while showering;
. inhalation of volatiles from groundwater while irrigating;
. dermal contact with irrigated soils; and
. inhalation of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated soils.

The uncertainties for the exposure assessment were discussed in detail in Section 3.7. A
summary of the uncertainty associated with the exposure assessment is provided below.

Uncertainties in the exposure assessment include those associated with environmental
sampling, analysis and data evaluvation, those associated with fate and transport, and those
associated with exposure parameter estimation.

The uncertainties associated with sampling, analysis and data evaluation include:

. the number of samples coliected;

. the choice of parameters analyzed;
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. the actual chemical analysis performed;
. sample analytical detection limits; and
. the combining of data from the different investigations.

The uncertainties associated with fate and transport include:

. the calculation of a potential source concentration;
. the fate and transport models used; and
. the specific fate and transport assumptions used within each model.

The estimation of the source concentration based on the upper 95% confidence level or
maximum is considered very conservative. In addition, the assumptions for the fate and
transport models were conservatively chosen to prevent an underestimation of the exposure
point concentrations and calculated risk. The overestimation of risks associated with fate
and transport modeling and the calculation of exposure point concentrations is considered
low to moderate.

The uncertainties associated with the exposure parameter estimation include:

. the standard assumptions regarding ingestion rates, period exposed, life
expectancy, etc.; '

. the use of body surface area and body weight assumptions;

. the assumption that the amount of media intake is assumed to be
constant and representative; . _

’ the assumption of an absorption factor of 1 or 100% for all exposﬁre
pathways; and

. the assumptions associated with daily lifetime exposures.

Current EPA guidance requires the use of reasonable maximum exposure (RME)
assumptions for all receptor-exposure pathways. The use of RME assumptions is intended
to estimate intakes to even the most exposed or sensitive sub-populations to ensure that the
risk assessment is protective of human health and the environment. However, the intake
calculated with RME assumptions will overestimate intake to the popufation on the average.

544 Uncertainties Associated with the Toxicity Assessment

Uncertainties associated with the toxicity assessment were discussed in great detail
in Section 4.5. A summary of these uncertainty is provided below.
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As stated in Section 4.5, the degree of uncertainty associated with quantitative indices
of toxicity is dependent on both the strength of evidence and confidence of these indices.
For non-carcinogenic effects, an uncertainty factor is used in calculating an RfD and reflects
scientific judgement regarding the various types of data used to estimate RfD values. Based
on a series of 10 fold safety factors uncertainty is accounted for in RfD’s.

For carcinogens, uncertainties are compensated for by using upper bounds for cancer
slope factors. Cancer slope factors are estimated through the use of mathematical models
for estimating the largest possible linear slope at low extrapolated doses that is consistent
with the experimental data. The slope factor is characterized as an upper-bound estimate,
where at best, the dose-response assumptions used in a risk assessment provide a rough but
plausible estimate of the upper limit of risk, i.e. it is not likely that the true risk would be
much more than the estimated risk, but it could very well be considerably lower, even
approaching zero (HEAST, 1990).

In addition, there are varying degrees of confidence in the weight of evidence for
carcinogenicity of a given compound. The summation of the risks associated with all
potential carcinogens, which is done for each evaluated exposure pathway, tends to
overestimate risk by including probable human carcinogens (Group B) with demonstrated
human carcinogens (Class A). '

The methodology typically employed to estimate cancer slope factors (ie.,
extrapolating from risks generated at high doses in animal studies to risks at low doses) has
considerable uncertainty associated with it suggesting that risks estimated with this
methodology could greatly overestimate actual risks. Thus as stated in Section 4.6, the
current practice of assuming that carcinogenic effects do not exhibit threshold behavior and
assuming that carcinogenic effects observed at high doses in test animals can be used to
predict cancer effects at lower doses is likely to be incorrect, at least for some compounds.

5.4.5 Uncertainties Associated with the Risk Characterization

Uncertainties associated with the risk characterization portion of the risk assessment
of the Plant site are a combination of the uncertainties evaluated thfough both exposure
assessment and toxicity assessment. As discussed above, the assumptions used for both the
exposure and toxicity assessment are conservative. While the use of conservative
assumptions within itself tends to overstate the actual risk to the population on the average,
the use of RME assumptions are made to ensure protection of even the most exposed or
sensitive sub-populations that may be associated with compounds-of-interest at a site.
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5.5 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC HEALTH RISK CHARACTERIZATION

This section presented the public health risk characterization of the risk assessment
for the Plant site. First, a comparison of exposure point concentrations and chemical-
specific ARARs was conducted. Second, a baseline risk characterization was presented for
current and future land use conditions. Third, an uncertainty analysis was presented where
uncertainties from the exposure and toxicity assessment were discussed to qualify the results
of the risk characterization.
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6.0 ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

6.1 -SITE CHARACTERIZATION
611 Land Use and Ecology

The Plant site is an elevator and escalator manufacturing facility located on
approximately 90 acres in south-central Pennsylvania near Gettysburg. The immediate area
outside the plant is gently sloping lawn, landscaped with ornamental trees and shrubs.
Previously, the property was a farm and included a pond. North of the Plant is 2 wooded
area; to the south are farmlands and residences; and, the areas west and east are mainly
residential. Oak Ridge is west of the site, and unnamed tributaries to Rock Creek are to
the north and east of the site. Rock Creek is east of the site and is designated by
Pennsylvania as a warm water fishery according to Chapter 93 of the Rules and Regulations
of the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources.

The surrounding area is semirural with residential developmeiit, light industry and
agriculture. Local foliage consists of broad-leafed, deciduous trees, particularly hickory,
chestnut, walnut and remnants of Appalachian Oak Forest (USSCS, 1965). The vegetation
in the open areas consists mostly of low bushy cover. The Gettysburg area supports an
abundant small and big game population, but this region of Pennsylvania has not been
identified as habitat for any endangered species (Wolf, 1981). Small game includes
cottontail rabbits, ring-necked pheasant, ruffed grouse, doves, squirrels, quail, woodchucks,
and raccoons. Big game is limited to an over population of white-tail deer.. Common
species of amphibians and reptiles include the eastern wood bullfrog, northern dusky
salamander, eastern milksnake, and northern fence lizard.

6.1.2 Physical Characteristics of the Plant Site

Surface Water

As identified in Section 2, two intermittent streams drain the site: the Northern
Tributary and Eastern Tributary. These tributaries converge and then flow into Rock Creek.
Based on discussions with Rizzo Associates (personnel communication Pat O’Hara, Rizzo
Associates, January 1990), the Eastern and Northern Tributaries are primarily losing streams
(streams that serve to recharge groundwater rather than to serve as discharge points for
groundwater), and are dry some portion of the year.
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Two storm drain systems, a northern and a southeastern system, collect storm water
from the site. The outfall for the northern system is near the northeast boundary of the site
along Boyd’s School Road and discharges into the Northern Tributary. The southeastern
storm drain system discharges through an outfall across from the plant entrance along
Biglerville Road into the Eastern Tributary. In addition, there is an on site groundwater
pump and treat system (described in the Phase I RI/FS report) that discharges treated
groundwater to the Northern Tributary at a permitted NPDES outfall near the northern
storm drain outfall.

During Plant construction, the farm pond was filled. The Phase I RI report (Rizzo,
1989) identified a possible spring formerly near the front entrance area to the Plant that may
have also been filled.

Soil

The Soil Conversation Service (USSCS, 1967) classified natural soils on site. The
natural soils are gently to moderately sloping, shaillow to moderately deep shalely soils
derived from the ﬁnderlying Triassic red beds. During Plant construction, natural soils were
disturbed near the Plant. The surficial layer of natural soil or fill varies in thickness from
5 to 15 feet. Two to four feet from the surface, the natural soil consists of red to brown clay
frequently with fragments of shale.

Within the area of the former pond, the soil is fill and approximately 13 to 20 feet
deep. The fill is a mixture of grain sizes ranging from clay to boulders. The fill in the pond
was apparently rock cut from the slope to the western border of the plant. Bedrock is
beneath the surficial layer, and the former pond was probably constructed by excavating into
it. A channel in the bedrock exists and follows the trend of fill under the plant. This
bedrock channel passes through the area of the former pond and connects with a shallow,
southeast-dipping channel corresponding to the buried drainage system (Phase I RI, Rizzo,
1989).

Groundwater

As described in Section 3.2.3, groundwater flow primarily occurs through bedrock and
is intermittent through the largely unsaturated surficial soil layer. The buried depression
associated with the former pond may channel groundwater. Once groundwater reaches
bedrock, there may be some preferential flow along bedrock fractures that are oriented west
to east, just north of the plant. Groundwater generally flows from east to west toward Rock
Creek.
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Near the plant, the depth of the water table appedrs to range from S to 20 feet
below the surface. Groundwater monitoring wells were installed at two depths identified as
shallow monitoring wells and deep monitoring wells. Shallow monitoring wells were
generally screened at a depth of 40 to 50 feet below the surface and deep groundwater
monitoring wells were screened at a depth of 120 to 200 feet below the surface.
Groundwater at this depth is anticipated to be too deep to discharge to the tributaries and
probably represents groundwater that would eventually discharge to Rock Creek.
Monitoring wells were not installed to sample surficial groundwater (i.e., the groundwater
that would occasionally discharge into the tributaries).

62 ECOLOGICAL HAZARD IDENTIFICATION
6.2.1 Media-of-Interest
Media-of-interest for the ecological assessment are those media through which

ecological receptors could contact compounds-of-interest. The media sampled in the Phase
I and Phase II investigations at the Plant site include:

. soils;
. groundwater;
. surface water; and

. sediments.

Of these media, only surface water and sediments represent exposure media for ecological
receptors. Soils at the Plant site do not represent ecological exposure media because
contamination in soils is limited to a few potential source areas around the process buildings.
These soils are within or near the process areas at the plant and do not exhibit potential
significant exposure points for ecological receptors. Therefore, potential exposures to
compounds-of-interest in on-site surface soils were not considered for further evaluation in
the ecological assessment. Also, direct contact exposures cannot occur between ecological
receptors and compounds-of-interest in groundwater. However, groupdwater could serve
as a potential source media for ecological receptors if groundwater discharged to surface
water. Thus, compounds-of-interest in groundwater were only considered based on the
potential for compounds-of-interest in groundwater to discharge into surface water bodies,
namely the Eastern and Northern Tributaries.

To summarize, the media-of-interest for the ecological assessment includes surface
water and sediments in the Northern and Eastern Tributaries.
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6.2.2 Selection of Compounds-of-Interest

Section 2 presented a detailed summary of surface water and sediment data from the
Plant site. A review of data for surface water and sediments showed detectable levels of
acetone and. TCE in surface water and methylene chloride, acetone and bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate in sediments. Although surface water and sediments represent different
media, the compounds-of-interest for the ecological evaluation for these media were
assumed to be the same since some partitioning would occur for compounds between surface
water and sediment. Of the four compounds detected in these media, only TCE was
considered a compound of interest for the ecological evaluation for three reasons. First,
methylene chloride, acetone and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate are common laboratory
contaminants. Second, these compounds are not associated with past or current plant
processes. Third, these compounds were only detected at concentrations near the detection
limit. TCE was detected in one surface water sample and one duplicate sample: SW-1 and
SW-1D. The range of concentrations of TCE in surface water was 10 ug/L, in SW-1D, to
11 pug/L, in SW-1. No compounds-of-interest were detected in sediments for the quantitative
risk assessment.

The compounds-of-interest for surface water and sediments for the quantitative risk
assessment can be expanded to include the compounds-of-interest in groundwater since
surficial and possibly shallow groundwater may occasionally discharge to the tributaries. The
compounds-of-interest in groundwater include:

. 1,1-dichlorethene;

. 1,1-dichloroethane;

. 1,2-dichloroethene;

. 1,2-dichloroethane;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane; and
. trichloroethene.

However, many of these compounds were detected at very low copcentrations in
groundwater when compared to the concentrations of TCE in groundwater. Since TCE
accounts for 90 to 95% of total chlorinated aliphatics in groundwater and it was the only
compound detected in surface water, TCE will be retained as a surrogate compound to
evaluate potential toxicological effects to ecological receptors resulting from exposure to
total chlorinated aliphatics.

Three conclusions can be made about fate and transport processes in the tributaries
near the site. First, sediments are not currently acting as a source for surface water
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contamination. Second, the adsorption of compounds-of;ihférest to sediments does not
appear to be a significant fate mechanism for compounds-of-interest from the site. Third,
based on the results from the Phase I and Phase II investigations, it appears that these
tributaries are not currently acting as significant migration corridors for compounds-of-
interest from the Plant site.

623 Potential Exposure Pathways

This section identifies potential exposure pathways between the compounds-of-interest
in various media at the site and potential ecological receptors. Two potential exposure
scenarios were evaluated in the ecological evaluation: exposures for ecological receptors
under current conditions; and, potential exposures for ecological receptors under possible
future conditions.

Potential exposure pathways under current conditions were based on surface water
and sediment data from the Phase I and Phase II investigation, summarized in Section 2.
For surface water, potential ecological effects were based on an assessment of toxicity of
TCE to aquatic life in the tributaries. For sediment, potential ecological effects were based
on an estimate of the interstitial pore water concentration of TCE since toxicity of

- compounds on sediments is more closely tied to the interstitial concentrations than total

sediment concentration (EPA, 1989¢). However, since no compounds were detected in
sediments, potential ecological effects to benthos under current conditions were assessed
assuming interstitial pore water concentrations were the same as surface water
concentrations. '

For future conditions, potential ecological effects were based on a review of
groundwater data that may discharge to surface water. Potential exposure pathways for
future conditions included only the toxicity of compounds-of-interest in interstitial pore water
to benthic invertebrates. -

A qualitative assessment of toxic effects to terrestrial vertebrates will also be made
to evaluate potential ecological effects to these receptors based on potential exposures to
compounds-of-interest in the tributaries. -

63 DOSE/RESPONSE ASSESSMENT

Information on the environmental effects of site compounds was obtained from Water
Quality Criteria documents, and computer searches of EPA’s AQUIRE and PHYTOTOX
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data bases. Very little useful data were obtained from the PHYTOTOX data base. Because -

the AQUIRE data base includes information on the toxicity of the site compounds to aquatic
invertebrates and plants that are phylogenetically related to terrestrial species, information
on aquatic species was used to evaluate potential ecological effects.

Results of various toxicity studies are summarized in Appendix E and are discussed
below for TCE and 1,1,1-TCA.

Trichloroethylene (TCE)

The data on the toxicity of trichloroethylene to fish, invertebrates and plants (algae)
from the EPA databases are summarized in Appendix E. Concentrations estimated to kill
50% of test organisms within specified periods of time (LC50s) are on the order of 50,000
pg/L for fish. The lowest reported value was 44,000 ug/L for a 96 hour exposure period.
A value of 0.3 of the acute LC50 value was calculated for protection against acute (short
term) exposures; this yields a value of 13,230 ug/L for fish. A value of 0.05 of the acute

LCS0 value was used to derive a concentration that approximates the No Observed Effect

Concentration for protection from long-term (chronic) effects. Thus, 2,200 ug/L is a
calculated estimate of a threshold value for protection against chronic effects to fish. This
value is less than the 5,000 ;g/L concentration reported as a LOEL for respiratory effects
on fish but greater than the 100 ug/L level found in a long-term study with goldfish. Based
on the above information, it is concluded that a 100 ug/L level could be considered a
threshold above where chronic effects could occur. Values of 2,200 and 100 ug/L will be
used to evaluate potential ecological effects on fish.

The lowest short-term LC50 value reported for invertebrates is 18,000 ug/L; other
values generally fall between 25,000 and 75,000 ug/L. Protection against acute effects is
estimated as 0.3 x 18,000 2g/L. = 5,400 ug/L. Protection against chronic effects is estimated
as 0.05 x 18,000 pg/L = 900 ug/L. A NOEL of 2,000 pg/l. was measured for short-term
toxicity studies with the water flea; this is roughly comparable with the calculated value of

5,400 pg/L.
A literature review on the toxic effects of TCE to small mamméls was conducted to

provide a basis for assessing risks to small animals drinking water from the tributaries.
Results of several studies are summarized in Table 6-1.
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Trichloroethane (1.1,1- TCA)

Data on toxicity of trichloroethanes to fish from the EPA databases are provided in
Appendix E. The lowest LC50 value measured is 40,000 :g/L; the highest is 133,000 ug/L.
Acute and chronic threshold values can be calculated as 0.3 x 40,000 = 12,000 pg/L and 0.05
x 40,000 = 2,000 pg/L.

Among the invertebrates, the lowest LC50 value was estimated to be 18,000 pg/L for
the water flea. Acute and chronic threshold values can be calculated as 0.3 x 18,000 = 5,400
pg/L and 0.05 x 18,000 = 900 ug/L. A short-term NOEL of 1,000 ug/L has been measured.

To summarize, the toxicities of TCE and 1,1,1-TCA to fish and invertebrates are very
similar. Therefore, the acute and chronic toxicity values for TCE will serve as a surrogate
compound to evaluate the toxicity of total chlorinated aliphatics to ecological receptors.

64 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT
641 Potential Environmental Receptors

Potential environmental receptors include aquatic biota that inhabit the tributaries
and terrestrial species that may be associated with these tributaries.

With regard to the tributaries, the major receptors include algal plants, benthic
invertebrates, and amphibians. The Eastern and Northern tributaries below the Plant are
too small to support fish populations. The Eastern and Northern tributaries flow into Rock
Creek which does suppart fish. TCE was detected near the detection limit at the outfall
in the Eastern Tributary (SW-1). This surface water sampling station is approximately 2000
ft upstream from the discharge point of the connecting stream to Rock Creek. Based on
dilution, and the flow of this connecting stream, TCE would most likely not be detected at
the discharge point of the unnamed stream to Rock Creek. It was assumed that fish within
Rock Creek would not be exposed to TCE contaminated surface water.

Benthic invertebrates and plants' might encounter compounds-of-interest from
discharged groundwater as pore water within the sediments rather than from surface water.
Assuming that contaminated groundwater potentially discharges to these tributaries, this
discharge is a source of potential exposure to the benthic community and possibly other
stream biota. : .

67 AR301852



In the wooded areas near the Plant; small game may include skunk, cottontail rabbits, ; ..

ring-necked pheasants, ruffed grouse, doves, squirrels, quail, woodchucks, and raccoons.
These terrestrial fauna may come in contact with stream water or sediment. Exposure
activities include drinking, wading or bathing. Exposure points would include feathers, fur,
dermis and pads of feet. Ingestion of the contaminated surface water would be the primary
source of exposure to the indigenous fauna.

Deep groundwater flow may migrate toward Rock Creek. Although there is no
evidence that compounds-of-interest in on-site groundwater is or is not serving as a source
of contaminants to Rock Creek, the potential for future ecological effects in Rock Creek was
evaluated based on groundwater mdnitoring data. Potential ecological effects in Rock Creek
could occur to the stream benthic community and possibly stream biota.

642 Exposure Point Concentrations

Exposure point concentrations were estimated for surface water and interstitial pore
water in sediments. The chlorinated aliphatic compounds are expected to have a cumulative
effect with regard to toxicity. Therefore, the maximum concentrations of chlorinated
aliphatic compounds within a particular medium were added together to yield a maximum
potential exposure concentration. This concentration is viewed as a worst-case or upper
bound estimate on exposure. Potential exposures were evaluated for individual samples to
evaluate potential ecological effects.

Surface Water

For the current conditions, the exposure point concentrations for surface water were
based on the maximum concentration detected in a surface water sample, or 11 ug/l.. For
future conditions, exposure point concentrations for surface water were estimated based on
the interstitial pore water concentrations discussed below.

Inter-Stream Sediments from Groundwater Discharge

Interstitial pore water concentrations were calculated for both the tributaries near the
site, and for Rock Creek. Although it is believed that surface water in the tributaries
recharge groundwater most of the year (pers. comm., Pat O’Hara, Rizzo Associates, January
1990), surficial groundwater from the site may occasionally discharge to these tributaries.
As identified above, no surficial monitoring wells were installed to monitor compounds-of-
interest in surficial groundwater. For this analysis, shallow groundwater wells were used to
estimate interstitial pore concentrations in the tributaries and Rock Creek under future
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conditions. This is considered very conservative and health protective for the ecological risk '

assessment because the concentrations discharged to surface water would actually be much
lower due to dilution, dispersion, and adsorption/desorption processes.

Interstitial pore water concentrations in the tributaries were calculated based on data
from shallow monitoring wells PMW-12A, PMW-13A and PMW-16A. More discussion of
these momtormg wells is prowded below.

Monitoring well 12A is a shallow groundwater monitoring well across from the outfall
in the Eastern Tributary. The concentrations detected in groundwater samples from this
monitoring well were 190 pg/l for TCE and 16 pg/L for 1,1,1 TCA. It is assumed that
groundwater from this well could infiltrate into the sediment interstitial pore water within
the Eastern Tributary. The concentrations of chlorinated compounds detected in this
monitoring well were low when compared to concentrations in other on-site wells. As
groundwater flows through soil and bedrock, the concentrations detected in the groundwater
are expected to decrease due to dispersion, dilution and adsorption processes prior to
discharge to groundwater. However, it was conservatively assumed that the concentrations
detected in this momtormg well would equal mterstltla] pore concentrations in the Eastern
Tributary. :

Monitoring well 13A is a shallow groundwater monitoring well across Boyd’s School
Road from the Northern Tributary near the northeastern boundary of the Plant site. It is
possible that groundwater from this well could infiltrate into the sediment interstitial pore
water within the Northern Tributary. However, no compounds-of-interest were detected in
groundwater samples taken from this monitoring well. Similarly no compounds-of-interest
were detected in SW-2 and SED-2 near this well.

Monitoring well 16A is approximately 600 ft from the Northern Tributary. It is |

possible that groundwater from this well could infiltrate into the sediment interstitial pore
water within the Northern tributary. However, as identified above for monitoring well PMW-
13A, no compounds-of-interest were detected in this shallow monitoring well. This
corresponds to no'detection of compounds in the Northern Tributary near this well SW-6
and SED-6, and SW-4 and SED-4.

It is assumed that groundwater from both shallow and deep zones would eventually
discharge into Rock Creek. The compounds-of-interest detected in these monitoring wells
would similarly discharge with the groundwater. Due to the distance between these wells
and Rock Creek, the discharged concentrations would be much less than observed in these
monitoring wells due to dilution, dispersion and adsorption / desorption processes. However,
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the discharged concentrations could not be modeled for this analysis because of insufficient
data. Therefore, interstitial pore water concentrations in Rock Creek were based on the off-
site groundwater data at monitoring wells PMW-16B and PMW-14, both of which are deep
monitoring wells. Only deep monitoring wells were used since no compounds were detected
in the shallow monitoring well PMW-16A. A more detailed discussion of these monitoring
wells is provided below.

~ Monitoring wells PMW-16B and PMW-14 are both deep monitoring wells located
closest to Rock Creek. It is possible that compounds-of-interest in these monitoring wells
could eventually migrate and discharge to Rock Creek although significant dilution and
dispersion would occur. Analysis of groundwater from these wells show TCE at a
concentration of 230 pg/l, in monitoring well PMW-16B, and at 13 pg/L in monitoring well
PMW-14. In addition, 1,1,1-TCA was detected at 7 ug/L at both of these wells. This analysis
conservatively assumed that the concentrations in the interstitial pore water of Rock Creek
sediments were equal to the groundwater concentrations at these wells. Although the actual
concentrations would be much lower due to dilution and dispersion, this assumption was
made to evaluate a worst case condition.

The concentration of total chlorinated aliphatics in a monitoring well represents a
potential exposure point concentration for interstitial pore water in these tributaries where
the groundwater may discharge. The interstitial pore water concentrations were assumed
to be 100 percent of the groundwater concentration. Each well is considered to represent
a separate potential exposure point concentration.

The exposure point concentrations for the ecological assessment are provided in
Table 6-2.

6.5 ENVIRONMENTAL RISK CHARACTERIZATION

Environmental risks are evaluated by comparing exposure point concentrations to
threshold values where chronic and acute toxic effects may occur. Potential ecological
effects were evaluated using the Toxicity Quotient approach. This involves comparing
exposure point concentrations to benchmark levels of the compounds. Toxicity Quotients
are calculated as follows:

TQ = Exposure Point Concentration _
Benchmark Value
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Potential ecological effects were assumed to occur if the value of TQ exceeded 1. Table 6-3:° -

presents the calculated TQ values for the ecological evaluation. A detailed discussion of = .

potential ecological effects is provided below.

6.5.1 Evaluation of Ecological Risks under Current Conditions

Aquatic Biota Within the Tributaries

In Figure 6-1, the exposure point concentrations for TCE in surface waters of
tributaries of Rock Creek are compared with appropriate benchmark values derived from
toxicological data. As can be seen from the figure, the exposure point concentrations are
well below levels considered to pose chronic or acute toxic effects.

Because these compounds are only intermittently observed in surface waters and
because they are at levels that are well below those that may cause toxicity, there appears
to be little or no risks to aquatic biota in surface waters.

Benthic invertebrates may experience different exposure concentrations than
organisms that live within the water column, ie., exposures from surface water versus
exposure to sediments. However, sediment data shows no detectable concentrations of
compounds-of-interest. Therefore, interstitial pore water concentrations were assumed to
be the same as ambient surface water concentrations. Since no acute or chronic effects were
noted for aquatic organisms, it appears that there are no risks to benthic invertebrates.

Aquatic Biota Within Rock Creek

No data exists suggesting there are potential current risks to ecological receptors
within Rock Creek. With regard to the migration of compounds-of-interest in surface water
from the tributaries, since no risks have been identified for ecological receptors in the
tributaries, it could be assumed that, because of dilution and dispersion, there would be no
risk to aquatic biota in Rock Creek. With regard to groundwater migration of compounds-
of-interest and eventual discharge to Rock Creek, no evidence exists to suggest that the
compounds-of-interest have reached Rock Creck. Residential well sampling performed in
the historical investigations shows non detectable concentrations of compounds-of-interest
beyond Table Rock Road. Therefore, it appears that there is no risk to aquatic biota in
Rock Creek. ' |
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Terrestrial Vertebrates

Terrestrial birds and mammals may ingest surface water from the tributaries and from
Rock Creek. Data indicate that there could be some exposure to TCE at low levels. Risks
to small mammals drinking from the tributaries were evaluated by considering the available
toxicologicai data presented in Table 6-1. The NOAEL data was used to calculate
corresponding drinking water concentrations by applying standard assumptions on water
consumption (5 ml/day for mice, and 25 ml/day for rats). Based on the data provided in
Table 6-1, a threshold value of 120 mg/l was calculated for trichloroethylene. If a safety
factor of 10 is applied to the threshold value to protect other mammal species, a final
threshold concentration of 12 mg/l respectively is derived. Concentrations of TCE are in
the range of about 10 ug/L. Such levels are below the final threshold concentration for
small mammals. Thus, the levels of compounds in the surface waters of these tributaries are
not considered to pose a risk to these animals.

6.5.2 Evaluation of Ecological Risks Under Future Conditions

As discussed above, potential ecological risks for future conditions were based on
estimates of the interstitial pore water concentration in the tributaries and Rock Creek.

Aquatic Biota Within the Tributaries

In Figure 6-2, groundwater concentrations of volatile organic compounds in PMW-
12A, 13A, and 16A are compared to the range of levels reported to result in chronic or
acute toxic effects. With regard to the discharge of this groundwater, only exposures to the
benthic community of the tributaries was assessed. The assessment assumed that the
compounds-of-interest in shallow groundwater monitoring wells PMW-12A, 13A, and 16B
would enter the interstitial pore space of tributary sediment. As can be seen from Figure
6-2, concentrations of total chlorinated aliphatics in PMW-12A only slightly exceed the
chronic benchmark value for these compounds of 100 ug/L.. The range for potential effects
is between 100 and 2,000 ug/L. This suggests that if groundwater discharging to surface
waters contains concentrations of compounds-of-interest observed in these wells (Figure 6-2),
then there would be some risk to benthic invertebrates in the zone of discharge. However,
as stated above, these groundwater concentrations are expected to undergo significant
dispersion and dilution prior to their discharge to the tributaries. Therefore, no risk to
aquatic biota is anticipated. :
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Aquatic Biota Within Rock Creek

Groundwater concentrations of volziiie organic compounds in monitoring wells PMW-
14 and 16B were compared to the range of levels reported to have chronic or acute toxic
effects in Flgure 6-3. With regard to the discharge of this groundwater, only exposures to
the benthic community in the sediments of Rock Creek was assessed. The assessment
assumed that the compounds-of-interest in these deep groundwater monitoring wells will
eventually enter the interstitial pore space of the sediment in Rock Creek. As can be seen
from Figure 6-3, concentrations of total chlorinated aliphatics in PMW-16B only slightly

‘exceed the chronic benchmark value for these compounds of 100 pg/L. The range for

potential effects is between 100 and 2,000 pg/L. This suggests that if groundwater
discharging to surface waters contains the concentrations of compounds-of-interest observed
in the wells (Figure 6-3), then there would be some risk to benthic invertebrates in the zone
of discharge. However, as stated above, these groundwater concentrations are expected to
undergo significant dispersion and dilution prior to their discharge to Rock Creek.
Therefore, no risk to aquatic biota is anticipated.

Terresl_trial Vertebrates

As identified above for current conditions, terrestrial birds and mammals may ingest
surface water from the tributaries and from Rock Creek. Data indicate that there could be
some exposure to TCE at low levels. Based on the analysis performed under current
conditions, the levels in the groundwater wells used to calculate interstitial pore water
concentrations are well below the final threshold concentration for terrestrial vertebrates.
Thus, the predicted levels of compounds in the surface waters of the stream and Rock Creek
are not considered to pose a future risk to these animals.

66 UNCERTAINTY IN THE ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

Uncertainty in the ecological assessment results from the selection of compounds-of-
interest, toxicity assessment, exposure assessment, and risk characterization. Of the
compounds-of-interest selected for the quantitative risk assessment, TCE was the most
prevalent compound. The other compounds were detected at much lower concentrations
with some that were detected at or near the detection limit in groundwater. Uncertainty
regarding compounds-of-interest was reduced by considering total chlorinated aliphatics
rather than the individual compounds. Uncertainty regarding the toxicity assessrisent comes
primarily from the use of toxicity of TCE as a surrogate compound for toxic effects of total
chlorinated aliphatics. TCE, although the most prevalent compound, is also one of the more
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toxic of the chlorinated aliphatics and may result in an overestimation of risk when
evaluating risks to total chlorinated aliphatics. For the exposure assessment, the greatest
uncertainty is associated with the estimation of exposure point concentrations for future
conditions. Groundwater concentrations at various monitoring wells near the tributaries and
monitoring wells PMW-14 and 16B were used to estimate exposure point concentrations for
sediment interstitial pore water. The groundwater data was used directly to evaluate
potential effects rather than modeled to estimate the interstitial pore water concentration.
The actual concentration would probably much less due to dilution, dispersion and
adsorption/desorption processes. For risk characterization, the greatest uncertainty is
associated with calculation of potential ecological risks for future conditions and it is the
result of the assumptions made for calculating future exposure point concentrations. The
estimated ecological risks for future conditions may overestimate the actual risk by one to
two orders-of-magnitude.

6.7 SUMMARY OF ECOLOGICAL RISK CHARACTERIZATION

Under current conditions at the Plant site, the observed concentrations of
compounds-of-interest in surface water and sediments are below the threshold level for
chronic or acute effects to aquatic organisms and benthic organisms. Additionally, no risks
are anticipated for terrestrial vertebrates that may be associated with these streams. For
future conditions, a potential for chronic effects exists for benthic organisms in the Eastern
Tributary based on total chlorinated aliphatic concentrations in groundwater samples from
monitoring well PMW-12A. In addition, a potential for future chronic effects to benthic
organisms in Rock Creek may occur based on groundwater samples from monitoring well
PMW-16B. However, it is very unlikely that these groundwater concentration will equal the
future interstitial pore water concentrations due to dilution and dispersion of the
contaminates during migration.
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7.0 HEALTH-BASED CLEAN-UP LEVELS

71  OVERVIEW

. This section presents health-based clean-up levels for media-of-interest at the Plant
site. Health-based clean-up levels are concentrations of compounds-of-interest in a
particular medium that will not result in significant risks to persons or ecological receptors
based on the exposure and toxicological assumptions made in the risk assessment. Media
requiring health-based clean-up levels include:

. on-site surface soils;
. off-site groundwater;
. surface water; and

. sediments.

Clean-up levels for on-site surface soils and groundwater were based on the human health
risk assessment. For surface water and sediments, health-based clean-up levels were based
on the ecological risk assessment. it should be emphasized that the term "health” in the
expression "health-based clean-up levels" refers to the health or welfare of ecological
receptors as well as human receptors.

72 METHODOLOGY

Different methods were used to calculate clean-up levels for soils and groundwater
(based on the human health evaluation) and for surface water and sediments (based on the
ecological evaluation). The discussions of these methodologies are provided below.

721 Methodology for Calculating Clean-Up Levels for
Soils and Groundwater

As identified above, the calculation of clean-up levels for soils and groundwater was
based on the human health risk assecssment presented in Sections 3, 4 and 5. The
methodology for calculating clean-up levels based on a human health risk assessment is a
three step process. First, for each medium, critical receptors are identified. Critical
receptors are those receptors experiencing the highest estimated cancer risks or chronic
hazard indices from intake routes where this medium is the ultimate source. For the Plant
site, all receptors experience exposures from a single source medium (i.e., on-site
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maintenance workers are exposed to on-site surface soils which serves as both source
medium and exposure medium and nearby residents and distant off-site residents are
exposed to media which derive from off-site groundwater as their ultimate source), so the
linkage of source media and exposure media for each receptor is straightforward.

Second, for each critical receptor, a unit risk factor (URF) is estimated for each for
each compound of interest. URFs are derived from either the cancer risk or hazard index
estimated in the risk assessment for the overall site. For example, if H; is the health effect
(i.e., cancer risk or hazard index) for a receptor from potential exposure to on-site surface
soil associated with chemical j and Cs; is the source concentration of the chemical in the on-
site surface soil, then the URF for this receptor and chemical is given by:

URF, = H,/Cs,

It is important to note that the relevant concentration for Cs; is the source concentration and
not the exposure point concentration used in the baseline assessment to calculate intakes
and then risks. Source concentrations are used because the exposure point concentrations
- are linearly related to the source concentrations and potential health effects are linearly
related to the exposure point concentrations. Thus, the health effect is linearly related to
the source concentration, with the URF being the coefficient relating these two variables.

Third, health-based clean-up levels are calculated for each compound of interest
based on either an acceptable risk level for carcinogens (i.e., typically 10 or 10°) or a
hazard index of 1 for noncarcinogens. For example, if URF, is the unit risk factor for a
receptor associated with chemical j in a particular source medium, and ARL is the
acceptable risk level (i.e., for carcinogens, a cancer risk of 10°* or 10°% or for noncarcinogens,
a hazard index of 1), then the health-based clean-up level for compound j (HBCL,) in that
medium is given by:

HBCL, = ARL/UREF,

This procedure is repeated for each compound in that medium. ' Since separate HBCL
values can be obtained for compounds evaluated based on both carcinogenic effects and
non-carcinogenic effects, the clean-up level is equal to the lower value.
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722 Methodology for Calculating Clean-Up Levels for
Surface Water and Sediments

Health-based clean-up levels for surface water and sediments were based on the
ecological evaluation. For surface water, the clean-up level was assumed to be equal to the
lowest chronic effect concentration for aquatic organisms in surface water.

Clean-up levels for sediments were calculated based on the concentration of a
compound of interest in sediment interstitial pore water that will not result in adverse effects
to benthic organisms. The corresponding sediment concentration was then calculated from
this acceptable interstitial pore water concentration using the Equilibrium Partitioning (EP)
approach (EPA, 1988b). The EP approach is the method used by EPA for generating

‘sediment quality criteria. This approach was developed because recent studies have shown
that the bioavailability and toxicity of a compound is more directly correlated with the
interstitial pore water concentration than the total sediment chemical concentration. This
procedure assumes that a compound detected in sediment is actually in equilibrium between
the sediment and interstitial pore water. The EP method estimates the partitioning of a
compound between sediment and the interstitial pore water. For non-polar hydrophobic
organic contaminants, partitioning between sediments and sediment pore water is influenced
primarily by the amount of organic carbon in the sediment; the higher the organic carbon
content, the less partitioning of the contaminant to the water phase. This relationship is
given by the equation: L

Csed = Cw * foc * Koc

where:
Csed = concentration of compound in sediment (mg/kg);
Cw = interstitial water concentration compound (mg/);
foc = fraction of organic carbon in soil(fraction);
Koc = organic carbon partition coefficient (L/Kg).

By substituting the acceptable concentration for compounds-of-interest in sediment

interstitial pore water for Cw, an acceptable concentration for sediments can be calculated
based on the above equation. ‘
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73  HEALTH-BASED CLEAN-UP LEVELS
7.3.1 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for On-Site Surface Soils

The only receptors exposed to compounds-of-interest in on-site surface soils are on-
site maintenance workers. The intake routes evaluated for on-site maintenance workers
exposed to on-site surface soils include:

. incidental ingestion; and
. dermal contact.

Table 7-1 presents the calculations for estimating health-based clean-up levels for
compounds-of-interest in on-site surface soils. Clean-up levels for carcinogens are presented
for both the 10** and 10 risk levels. Clean-up levels for noncarcinogens are presented for
a hazard index of 1. The compounds-of-interest in on-site surface soils include:

. 1,1-dichloroethane;
. 1,1,1-trichlorcethane;
. xylenes (total); and
. PCB Arochlor 1254.

Of these four compounds, only PCB is a potential carcinogen. The clean-up levels for PCBs
are 336 mg/Kg, based on a 10 acceptable risk level, and 3.36 mg/Kg, based on a 10°
acceptable risk level. For 1,1-dichloroethane and total xylenes, the acceptable concentrations
exceed 1,000,000 mg/Kg. The acceptable concentration for 1,1,1-trichloroethane is 931,000

mg/Kg. -
732 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for Off-Site Groundwater

The receptor groups exposed to off-site groundwater (note, off-site groundwater
refers to both near-site groundwater and distant off-site groundwater) for both the current
and future land use scenario include:

. nearby residents - exposed to compounds-of-interest in near-site
groundwater used for potable water and irrigation; and

. distant off-site residents - exposed to compounds-of-interest in distant
off-site groundwater used as a potable water source and for irrigation.
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The compounds-of-interest associated with off-site groundwater include:

‘. 1,1-dichlorethene;

¢  1,1-dichlorocthane;

¢ .1,2-dichloroethene;

e . 1,2-dichloroethane;

. 1,1,1-trichlorcethane; and
. trichloroethene.

- Although two receptor groups were identified for each of the two land use scenarios,
the assumptions regarding the intake routes for nearby residents and distant off-site residents
in both the current and future scenario were identical. There are two different exposure

~ scenarios associated with off-site groundwater: those associated with irrigation uses of off-site

groundwater and those associated with potable uses of off-site groundwater. The exposure
pathways relevant for the potable water use and irrigation use of off-site groundwater
include:

. For potable uses:

. ingestion;
. dermal contact while showering;
. inhalation of volatiles while showering;

. For irrigation uses:

. inhalation of volatiles from groundwater during irrigation;

= inhalation ‘of volatiles and fugitive dusts from irrigated
sofband - . - .

. dermal contact with irrigated soil.

The installation of water mains near the Plant site provides an alternative source for
household drinking water. However, it is reasonable to assume that groundwater may still

‘be used to supplement household water for irrigation. Also, if groundwater use restrictions

are implemented that prevent the use of groundwater for household use (i.e., drinking,
cooking, bathing, etc.), then cleanup levels for irrigation uses alone would be relevant.
Therefore, separate discussions of clean-up levels will be presented for off-site groundwatér
used for irrigation and groundwater used for both potable and irrigation uses.
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Clean-Up Levels for Irrigation Uses of Groundwater

As identified above, off-site residents (i.e., both nearby residents and distant off-site /
residents) in both the current and future land use scenarios are assumed exposed to off-site
groundwater from irrigation uses. The specific receptors are off-site resident adults, children
" (aged 2 to 18 years), and young children (aged 2 to 6 years). Table 7-2 presents the
calculations of health-based clean-up levels for off-sitc residents. This table presents
separate clean-up levels for adults, children, and young children. The clean-up levels for
individual compounds were selected based on the lowest acceptable concentration calculated
for either adults, children, or young children and for the lower of either the carcinogenic
assessment or the non-carcinogenic assessment. For example, 1,1-dichloroethene was
evaluated both as a carcinogen and as a noncarcinogen. However, the health-based clean-up
levels for this compound based on the carcinogenic assessment are much lower for all
receptors.

The clean-up levels for carcinogenic compounds were selected based on exposures
to children since the acceptable concentrations for children are lower than for adults or
young children. For 1,1-dichloroethene, the health-based clean-up levels are 8.4 mg/L, for
the 10™* acceptable risk level, and 0.084 mg/L, for the 10°® acceptable risk level. For 1,2-
dichloroethane, the health-based clean-up levels are 99.4 mg/L, for the 10* acceptable risk J
level, and 0.994 mg/L, for the 10 acceptable risk level. For trichloroethene, the health-
based clean-up levels are 384 mg/L, for the 10 acceptable risk level, and 3.84 mg/L, for the
10 acceptable risk level.

The clean-up levels for non-carcinogenic compounds were based on exposures to
young children. For 1,1-dichloroethane, the health-based clean-up level is 2,466 mg/L.. For
1,2-dichloroethene (total), the health-based clean-up level is 2,310 mg/l. For 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, the health-based clean-up level is 344 mg/L.

Clean-Up Levels for Potable Uses and Irrigation Uses of Groundwater

As identified above, the receptor groups exposed to off-site groundwater by both
potable and irrigation uses include nearby residents and distant off-site residents in both the
current and future land use scenarios. All of these receptors groups have identical exposure
assumptions for the intake routes associated with exposure to off-site groundwater. Because
the exposure assessments are identical, the calculated health-based clean-up levels will be
identical for similar receptors (e.g., adults). For this analysis, the exposure pathways for
near-site residents in the future land use scenario were used to represent all receptors
groups which use off-site groundwater for potable and irrigation uses. Although this —/
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discussion focuses on nearby residents, the clean-up levels aré applicable for distant off-site
residents in both scenarios. The specific receptors are nearby resident adults, children (aged
2 to 18 years), and young children (aged 2 to 6 years). Table 7-3 presents the calculations
of health-based clean-up levels for nearby residents. This table presents separate clean-up
levels for adults, children and young children. As stated above, the clean-up levels for
individual compounds were selected based on the lowest acceptable concentration calculated |
for either adults, children, or young children and for the lower of either the carcinogenic
assessment or the non-carcmogemc assessment.

The clean-up levels for carcinogenic compounds were selected based on expoéures
to adults. For 1,1-dichloroethene, the health-based clean-up levels are 0.0062 mg/L, for the
10" acceptable risk level, and 0.000062 mg/L, for the 10 acceptable risk level. For 1,2-
dichloroethane, the health-based clean-up levels are 0.0764 mg/L, for the 10~ acceptable risk
level, and 0.0008 mg/L, for the 10°¢ acceptable risk level. For trichloroethene, the health-

~ based clean-up levels are 0.5966 mg/L, for the 10* acceptable risk level, and 0.006 mg/L, for

the 10 acceptable risk level.

The clean-up levels for non-carcinogenic compounds were based on exposures to
young children. For 1,1-dichloroethane, the health-based clean-up level is 1.17 mg/L. For
1,2-dichloroethene (total), the health-based clean-up level is 023 mg/l. For 1,1,1-
trichloroethane, the health-based clean-up level is 1.05 mg/L.

733 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for Surface Water

Clean-up levels for surface water are the concentration of compounds-of-interest in
surface water that are protective of critical ecological receptors. The critical receptors
identified for compounds-of-interest in surface water are aquatic organisms. The
compounds-of-interest in surface water are total chlorinated aliphatics. Since TCE was the
only compound detected in surface water and is the chemical detected most frequently in
groundwater, the toxicity data for TCE was used as a surrogate for all chlorinated aliphatics
to develop a clean-up level. - The clean-up level for total chlorinated aliphatics in surface
water was established at the lowest chronic effect level or 0.1 mg/L. (100 pg/L).

73.4 Health-Based Clean-Up Levels for Sediments

Clean-up levels for sediments are the concentrations of compounds-of-interest in
sediments that will result in a concentration in interstitial pore water just below an adverse
effect level for benthic organisms. The compounds-of-interest for sediments are total
chlorinated aliphatics. An acceptable concﬂlﬁag?jl ’fg' g%ta.l chlorinated aliphatics in

- 77



interstitial pore water was assumed to be the same as the clean-up level for surface water
or 0.1 mg/L. As stated above, the Equilibrium Partitioning approach was used to estimate
sediment health-based clean-up levels using the equation presented in Section 7.2.2. The
parameters and their corresponding values used in this equation are:

e Cw =01mgl;
. foc = 0.02 (or 2%);
. Koc = 126 L/Kg.

The assumed value for foc was 0.02 (which corresponds to 2% percent organic carbon in
sediments and is a typical value for such materials). The value used for Koc was for TCE
from Appendix A of the Superfund Public Health Manual (EPA, 1986). The clean-up level
for total chlorinated aliphatics based on these assumptions is 0.252 mg/Kg.

74 SUMMARY OF HEALTH-BASED CLEAN-UP LEVELS

This section presented the health-based clean-up levels for compounds-of-interest in
exposure media at the Plant site. The exposure media include:

] on-site surface soils;
. off-site groundwater;
. surface water; and

. sediments.

Health-based clean-up levels for on-site surface soils and groundwater were based on the
human health evaluation. Health-based clean-up levels for surface water and sediments
were based on the ecological evaluation. A summary of the health-based clean-up levels is
provided in Table 7-4.

For on-site surface soils, health-based clean-up levels were based on exposures to on-
site maintenance workers. Health-based clean-up levels for groundwater were calculated
under two scenarios: exposures to off-site groundwater from irrigation uses and exposures
to off-site groundwater from both potable uses and irrigation uses. Health-based clean-up
~ levels from irrigation use of off-site groundwater were based on the exposure assumption for
off-site residents under the current and future land use scenario. The clean-up levels for
carcinogens were based on exposures to children (aged 2 to 18 years), while clean-up levels
for noncarcinogens were based on exposures for young children (aged 2 to 6 years). Health-
based clean-up levels for irrigation and potable uses of off-site groundwater were based on
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exposures to off-site residents in the current and future scénarios. The clean-up levels for
carcinogens were based on exposures to adults while clean-up levels for noncarcinogens were
based on exposures for young children (aged 2 to 6 years).

Health-based clean-up levels for compounds-of-interest in surface water were based
on the lowest benchmark concentration for chronic effects to aquatic organisms. The
compound of interest for surface water was total chlorinated aliphatics while clean-up levels
were based on toxicity data for TCE.

Health-based clean-up levels for sediments were based on an acceptable
concentration of total chlorinated aliphatics in sediment interstitial pore water. It was
assumed that the acceptable concentration of total chlorinated aliphatics in interstitial pore
water was equal to the clean-up level for surface water. The clean-up level for sediments
was then calculated based on the Equilibrium Partitioning Approach for Generating
Sediment Quality Criteria (EPA, 1988b).
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8.0 SUMMARY OF RISK ASSESSMENT

This section provides a summary of the risk assessment. This summary is presented
in three sections: a summary of the public health evaluation; a summary of the ecological
evaluation; and a summary of the health-based clean-up levels. This summary is intended
to briefly present the major issues and assumptions used in the risk assessment and the
results of the human health and ecological risk characterization.

81 SUMMARY OF THE HUMAN HEALTH EVALUATION

This section provides a summary of the human health evaluation for the former
Westinghouse Elevator Plant site. The summary includes discussion of compounds-of-
interest, exposure assessment, toxicity assessment and risk characterization.

8.1.1 Compounds-of-Interest

The analytical data collected in the Phase I and Phase II site investigations were
combined and grouped by environmental media for data evaluation. The media at the Plant
site include:

o soils;
. groundwater,;
. surface water; and

. sediment.

Samples were submitted for chemical analysis for the target compound list (TCL) volatiles,
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and PCBs based on the Phase II Sampling and Analysis Plan
(Rizzo, 1990). The data evaluation involved the following procedures:

. For each data set, the analytical methods were evaluated for their
suitability for risk assessment.

. For each data set, the quantitation limits were valuated for their
suitability for risk assessment.

. For each data set, qualified or coded data were evaluated. ,

* For each data set, data from field samples were compared with field
and laboratory blanks. '
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. For each data set, tentatively identified cdizipounds, if they were
reported, were evaluated.

. For each data set, field samples were compared with background
samples, when available.

The above procedure was applied to all data sets associated with each medium. The result
of the data evaluation was a list of compounds-of-interest for quantitative risk assessment.
The compounds-of-interest for the Plant site risk assessment are provided in Table 8-1. The
compounds-of-interest in each environmental medium are briefly described below.

Surface vand Subsurface Soils

Surface soil samples were taken during the Phase I and Phase II investigations.
During the Phase I investigation, five composite soil samples were taken from the five
potential source areas identified in the Phase . These potential source areas include:

. Remote Tank Fill Line Area; -

. Degreasing Fluid Storage Tank Area;
. Pump House Area;

. Railroad Dock Area; and

. Old Waste Drum Storage Area.

For the Phase II investigation, a series of borings were made at the site and soil samples
were taken from various intervals within the boring. Samples taken from the interval from
groundsurface to two feet below grade were considered surface soil samples. Based on the
data evaluation, the compounds-of-interest for surface soils included:

. 1,1-dichloroethane;
e  1,1,1-trichlorocthane;
. xylenes; and

. PCB Arochlor 1254.

Samples taken from depths greater than two feet from the soil borings were considered
subsurface soil samples. Subsurface soil samples were obtained during the Phase II
investigation. The compounds-of-interest for subsurface soils included:

. 1,1-dichloroethene;
. 1,1-dichlorocthane;
. 1,2-dichloroethene;
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] 1,1,1-trichloroethane; and
. trichloroethene.

Groundwater

Groundwater samples taken from monitoring wells both on-site and off-site were
analyzed during the Phase I and Phase II investigations. The location of groundwater
monitoring wells is provided in Figure 2-3. Samples were taken from two depths: shallow,
screened at an interval of approximately 40 feet below grade; and deep, screened at intervals
from 120 feet to 200 feet below grade. Detectable concentrations of total volatiles in on-site
groundwater were detected as high as 60,000 ppb, in Phase 1, and as high as 25,000 ppb, in
Phase II. The area containing the highest concentrations of compounds-of-interest in on-site
groundwater was near the former pond immediately in front of the facility. The extent of
compounds-of-interest detected in off-site groundwater was 500 ppb total volatiles in PMW-
13B, on the plant boundary, 250 ppb at monitoring well PMW-16B and 20 ppb in PMW-14
to the east of the plant site, 7 ppb at PMW-17 to the north, to non-detect at PMW-11 and
PMW-15 to the south of the plant. Some general observations can be drawn regarding
compound migration in groundwater from the site:

. The highest concentrations of compounds-of-interest are limited to a
relatively small area in front of the Plant site near the former pond
area (see Figure 3-1).

d Compounds-of-interest in shallow groundwater appear to be limited to
just a’ few wells near the former pond area which indicates that
compounds are migrating downward as they disperse away from the
former pond area.

. Compounds-of-interest were only detected in deep groundwater off-site
in the Phase II investigation.

. Groundwater concentrations of compounds-of-interest have decreased
from the Phase I investigation to the Phase II investigation with
operation of pump and treat.

Based on results from the data evaluation, the compounds-of-interest for groundwater
included:

. 1,1-dichloroethene;
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. 1,1-dichloroethane;

. 1,2-dichloroethene;

. 1,2-dichlorocthane;

. 1,1,1-trichloroethane; and
¢  trichloroethene.

Surface Water. Surface water bodies near the Plant site include the Eastern and
Northern Tributaries of Rock Creek, both of which are off-site. Surface water samples were
taken during the Phase I and Phase II investigations from both of these streams. The
locations of these streams and the sampling locations are provided in Figure 2-4. The data
summarized eight surface water samples from seven areas. Based on results from the data
evaluation, the compound of interest for surface water was trichloroethene. However, for
the ecological assessment, it was assumed that the compounds-of-interest in surface water
should be expanded to include the compounds-of-interest in groundwater since groundwater
may discharge to surface water. Potential ecological effects to these compounds were based
on exposure to total chlorinated aliphatics rather than to exposure to individual volatile
constituents. ’

Sediment. Sediment samples were taken simultaneously with surface water sampling
from the Northern and Eastern Tributaries. No compounds-of-interest were detected in
sediments based on the data evaluation. For the ecological assessment, the compounds-of-
interest for sediments were assumed the same as surface water.

8.1.2 Exposure Assessment

The exposure assessment identifies persons potentially exposed, both now and in the
future, to compounds-of-interest associated with the Plant site. This assessment assumes the
site remains essentially as it is, or in other words, discusses potential exposures associated
with existing site conditions. The exposure assessment identifies pathways by which humans
are pdtentially exposed to compounds at a site and estimates the magnitude, frequency and
duration of actual or potential human exposures. In the exposure assessment, reasonable
maximum estimates of exposure are developed for both current and future land use
scenarios. - The exposure assessment included the following elements:

. discussion of potential sources and migration pathways;
. identification of potential human receptors;
. delineation of potential receptor-specific exposure pathways;
. development of intake assumptions associated with each exposure
pathway; :
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. estimation of exposure point concentrations; and
. estimation of pathway and receptor-specific intakes and doses of
compounds-of-interest.

The intakes estimated in the exposure assessment were intended to approximate
reasonable maximum exposures (RMEs) as suggested by the Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund (EPA, 1989a). These exposures were based on conservative assumptions and
should overestimate actual intakes. Thus, while these intakes were estimated with
methodologies consistent with EPA procedures, it is important to emphasize that these were
not estimates of actual intakes or even potential typical intakes, but rather were estimates
of intakes that were intended to approximate maximum exposures. Actual intakes or
potential future intakes are likely to be lower.

Potential Sources, Receptors and Exposure Pathways

Potential sources of compounds-of-interest include surface soils, groundwater, surface
water and sediments. Exposure pathways are routes whereby compounds-of-interest could
be assimilated by a potential receptor. Exposure pathways require the existence of a
receptor, the presence of compounds-of-interest in a medium that the receptor contacts, and
an intake route associated with the receptor. Since exposure pathways require the presence
of a receptor, these pathways depend upon the uses of the site. Both current and potential
future land uses were considered in this analysis. Table 8-2 summarizes the potential
sources, receptors and exposure pathways.

Intake Assumptions

The intake assumptions presented were based on the Risk Assessment Guidance for
Superfund (EPA, 198%9a) and were intended to estimate reasonable maximum exposures.
The use of RME intake assumptions were not intended to estimate intakes for the
population on the average but for the most exposed or sensitive sub-populations. The is to
ensure that the risk assessment is protective of human health and the environment. A
summary of the intake assumptions used is presented in Table 8-3, for the current land use
scenario, and Table 8-4, for the future land use scenario. '

Estimation of Potential Exposure Point Concentrations

Each intake route involves receptor contact with compounds-of-interest in an
exposure media (e.g., soil, water, or air). Thus, to quantify intakes, concentrations at the
point of exposure must be estimated. These exposure point concentrations were estimated
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using site investigation data in comjunction with matheniatical models. =The source of
compounds-of-interest in the exposure medium may be compounds in the medium at the
point of exposure, compounds that are initially in the medium at another location and are
subsequently transported through that medium to the point of exposure; or compounds that
are initially in another medium, are then transported from the source medium to the
exposure medium and finally transported through the exposure medium to the point of
exposure. As compounds move between and through site media, concentrations can change
over time though transformation, dilution, dispersion and degradation processes.

Consequently, knowing the concentration of the chemical in & particular medium at
the current time is not necessarily enough, since the concentration of the chemical may
change over time. To help estimate the potential change of chemical concentrations over
time in 2 medium from transport or transformation processes, mathematical models were
employed. A description of these models and the application of the models to estimate
exposure point concentrations for each receptor are provided in Appendix B for a more
detailed discussion. The exposure point concentrations calculated for the exposure media
at the Plant site are presented in Table 8-5.

Estimated Intakes and Doses

Intake assumptions, were combined with the exposure point concentrations to
calculate intakes and doses, which are presented in Appendix D. Two intakes or doses are
estimated for each receptor: 1) An average lifetime intake was estimated that can be
combined with an appropriate cancer slope factor to estimate a cancer risk; and 2) A
chronic intake was also estimated that can be combined with an appropriate RfD to
generate a chronic hazard index. Potential intakes or doses are presented by pathway and
by compounds-of-interest for each receptor.

Uncertainties in the Public Health Exposure Assessment

Uncertainties associated with the exposure assessment for the Plant site include those
associated with the environmental sampling, analysis, and data evaluation and those
associated with the parameters used to estimate intakes. The sources of uncertainty
associated with the estimates of exposure were evaluated by investigating the assumptions
used in the exposure assessment. The uncertainties in the exposure assessment are discussed
in more detail in Section 3.7. The approach employed in thi: analysis tends to bias estimates
of exposure in the direction of overestimation. Thus, 2ithough there is considerable
uncertainty associated with the exposures estimated in this analysis it is much more likely
that the values estimated here will overestimate any actual or potential exposures rather
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than underestimate them.
813 Toxicity Assessment </

The purpose of the toxicity assessment is to weigh available evidence regarding the
potential for compounds-of-interest to cause adverse health effects in exposed individuals
and to provide, where possible, an estimate of the relationship between the extent of
exposure to a chemical and the increased likelihood or severity of the adverse effect. A
toxicity assessment considers:

. the types of adverse health effects associated with exposures to compounds-of-

interest;

. the relationship between the magnitude of exposure and the adverse effects;
and .

. related uncertainties such as the weight of evidence of a particular chemical’s

carcinogenicity in humans.

The toxicity assessment for the Plant site was accomplished in two steps: hazard
identification and dose-response assessment. The first step, hazard identification, is the

process of determining whether exposure to an agent can cause an increase in the incidence

of an adverse health effect. Hazard identification also involves characterizing the nature and /
strength of the evidence of causation. The second step, dose-response evaluation, is the

process of quantitatively evaluating the toxicity information and characterizing the
relationship between the dose of the contaminant administered or received and the incidence

of adverse health effects in the exposed population. From this quantitative dose-response
relationship, toxicity values are derived that can be used to estimate the incidence of adverse

effects occurring in humans at different exposure levels.

It should be emphasized that the dose-response values are based on methodology that
is consistent with EPA risk assessment guidelines and is intended to be conservative and,
therefore, health protective. However, because these dose-response values are conservative,
they are likely to overstate the actual relationship between an actual dose and the -
manifestation of an adverse health effect to the population of the aiverage. The use of
conservative dose-response factors are made to ensure that the risk assessment is protective
of even the more sensitive sub-populations.

The toxicity assessment provides information that is used in conjunction with the
identification of exposure pathways to estimate the risks posed to both human health and
the environment. Table 8-6 presents toxicity information for compounds-of-interest fornon- \_/
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carcinogenic and carcinogenic effects.

As stated earlier, an RfD is an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order-
of-magnitude or more) of the daily exposure to the human population (including sensitive
subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a
lifetime. An uncertainty factor is used in calculating the RfD and reflects scientific
judgement regarding the various types of data used to estimate RfD values. An uncertainty
factor of 10 is generally used to account for variations in human sensitivity when
extrapolating from valid human studies involving long term exposure of average healthy
subjects. An additional 10-fold factor is usually used for each of the following extrapolations:
from long-term animal studies to the case of bumans, from a LOAEL (the lowest observed
adverse effect level) to a NOAEL (the no observed adverse effect level) and from
subchronic studies to a chronic RfD. In order to reflect professional assessment of the
uncertainties of the study and data base not explicitly addressed by the above uncertainty
factors, an additional uncertainty factor or modifying factor ranging from greater than 0 to
less than or equal to ten is apphcd The default value for this modeymg factor is 1

(HEAST, 1990).

Uncertainties for assessing potential carcinogenic effects are compensated for by using -
upper bounds for cancer slope factors for carcinogens. Cancer slope factors are estimated
through the use of mathematical models for estimating the largest possible linear slope
(within the 95% confidence limit) at low extrapolated doses that is consistent with the data.
The slope factor is characterized as an upper-bound estimate, where at best, the dose-
response assumptions used in a risk assessment provide a rough but plausible estimate of
the upper limit of risk , i.e. it is not likely that the true risk would be much more than the
estimated risk, but it could very well be considerably lower, even approaching zero (HEAST,
1990). In addition, there are varying degrees of confidence in the weight of evidence for
carcinogenicity of a given chemical. EPA’s weight of evidence classification provides
information which can indicate the level of confidence or uncertainty in the carcinogenicity
data obtained from studies in humans or experimental animals. Some of the uncertainties
in the hazard evaluation are further compensated for by assuming that animal carcinogens
behave as human carcinogens. The summation of the risks associated with all potential
carcinogens, which is done for each evaluated exposure pathway, tends to overestimate risk
by including probable human carcmogens (Group B) with demonstrated human carcinogens
(Ciass A). :

It is important to emphasize that the methodology typically employed to estimate
cancer slope factors (i.e., extrapolating from risks generated at high doses in animal studies
to risks at low doses) has considerable uncertainty associated with it suggesting that risks

8-8

o ol ]
1
(%5

Y

-

30i876



estimated with this methodology could greatly overestimate actual risks. First, the
carcinogenic effect is assumed to not exhibit a threshold effect. However, the human body
has mechanisms to detoxify compounds, particularly at low doses.

Second, the metabolite of a chemical as opposed to the chemical itself is often the
carcinogenic entity. For such compounds, it is likely that the risk of carcinogenic effects is
low at Jow doses where the detoxifying systems in the body work smoothly. However, at high
doses, the detoxifying system may be overwhelmed allowing carcinogenic metabolites to
escape into the body and greatly increase the risk of cancer. Thus, this type of behavior also
suggests that carcinogenic risk increases considerably above threshold dose levels.

Third, there is considerable uncertainty regarding the appropriateness of extrapolating
from carcinogenic effects at high doses in animals to low doses in either animals or humans.
The high doses are often near the maximum tolerated dose for a test animal species and
these high doses are believed to cause cell proliferation which, in itself, will result in
increased cancer risk because the odds of mutation increase (Cohen, 1990; Ames, B.N. and
L.S. Gold, 1990). These findings call into question the animal test protocol used as the basis
for developing dose-response relationships for carcinogenic effects.

These three items suggest that the current practice of assuming that carcinogenic
effects do not exhibit threshold behavior and assuming that carcinogenic effects observed at
high doses in test animals can be used to predict cancer eifects at lower doses are likely to
be incorrect, at least for some compounds. Thus, while the current practice is conservative
and, therefore, health protective and is likely to overstate the actual risk from exposure to
compounds at low doses.

8.1.4 Risk Characterization

In the risk characterization, the estimated intakes were combined with the
quantitative indices of toxicity to estimate potential health effects. For carcinogens, risks
were estimated as the incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over a
lifetime as a result of exposure to the potential carcinogen. The risks calculated are based
on EPA recommended assumptions that are very conservative. The risks are also based
on land use scenarios that are not particularly realistic, such as residential use of the site or
individuals using contaminated surficial groundwater as a drinking water source. Therefore,
the risks associated with these assumptions are very conservative and reflect highly
improbable land use scenarios. It is worth noting that the actual incidence of contracting
cancer over a lifetime is about one in four, and of those who contract cancer, about 1 to 2%
have been associated with ambient or background chemical pollution (Travis and Hester,
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1990). Thus, according to Travis and Hester, the lifetimé cancer risk from exposure to
background or ambient levels of chemical residues in the environment is 1 to 5 x 103, In
contrast, the target risk range utilized by the EPA at Superfund sites is 10 to 10 which is
about one to three orders-of-magnitude lower. Thus, it should be kept in mind that not only
are the risks estimated here likely to overstate actual risks to the population on the average,
but the target risk range is likely to be an order-of-magnitude or more below levels of cancer
incidence in the general populatlon resulting from background levels of chemical residuals
in the environment.

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations with Chemical-S_p_eciﬁc ARARs

As part of the risk assessment for the Plant site, chemical-specific applicable or
relevant and appropriate regulations (ARARs) were identified. The ARARs identified for
this analysis were chemical-specific and apply to specific media. Table 8-7 present the
chemical-specific ARARs applicable to the site.

Public Health Risk Characterization

Potential health effects to potential on-site and off-site receptors for current and
future land use conditions are presented in Table 8-8. The health effects presented were
the total potential cancer risk and total chronic hazard index summed over all intake routes
and compounds for each receptor. These potential health effects are estimated for each
receptor and are broken down by intake route and chemical constituent in Section 5. By
partitioning the cancer risks and chronic hazard indices in this manner, intake routes and
compounds contributing the most to the predicted health effects can be identified. As seen
in Table 8-8, for current uses, cancer risks are less than the 10 to 10% acceptable cancer
risk range, specified by EPA, for on-site receptors and off-site residents (nearby and distant
off-site) only slightly exceed this acceptable risk range. All receptors had a total chronic
hazard index less than 1. The cancer risks calculated for off-site residents was based on the
assumption that they are currently using groundwater as a potable water source and for
irrigation purposes. The risks to off-site residents via irrigation uses of groundwatsr were
all Jess than 10%. For the total cancer risks from irrigation uses and potable uses of
groundwater, the pathways associated with the potable water uses of gromdwater account
for over 99% of the intake. It should be noted, however, that the probability of potable uses
of groundwater are much less than the irrigation uses of groundwater since an alternative
pqtablc water supply has been provided for residences near the site. '

Uncertainties associated with the risk characterization portion of the risk assessment
of the Plant site are a combination of the uncertainties evaluated through both exposure
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assessment and toxicity assessment. As discussed above, the assumptions used for both the
exposure and toxicity assessment lend to be conservative to ensure protection of even the
most sensitive or exposed sub-populations.

82 SUMMARY OF THE ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT

This section presents a summary of the ecological assessment. This summary is
presented in five parts: selection of compounds of environmental interest; dose/response
assessment; exposure assessment; risk characterization; and uncertainty in the ecological
evaluation. '

8.2.1 Compounds-of-Interest

Compounds-of-interest for the ecological assessment were selected based on the
compounds associated with the media-of-interest for the ecological evaluation. The media-
of-interest were surface water and sediments in Rock Creek and the two tributaries of Rock
Creek associated with the Plant site: the Northern Tributary and Eastern Tributary. Data
was available for samples taken from surface water and sediments in the tributaries. These
samples were submitted for chemical analysis for TCL wvolatiles and bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate. The compounds-of-interest for the ecological evaluation were selected
based on a review of these samples. The only compound identified as a compound of
interest in surface water and sediments was TCE. TCE was detected in two surface water
samples and one duplicate sample at concentrations from 9 to 11 ug/L. Since groundwater
may occasionally discharge to surface water in these tributaries, the compounds-of-interest
for groundwater were added to the list of compounds-of-interest for the ecological
evaluation. However, potential ecological effects to these compounds was based on
exposure to total chlorinated aliphatics rather than to the individual constituents. TCE was
used as a surrogate compound for total chlorinated aliphatics to evaluate potential ecological
effects since TCE is found at greater concentrations in groundwater than the other
compounds.

822 Ecological Toxicity Assessment

The ecological toxicity assessment accomplished two tasks: a review of relevant
toxicity data for the compounds of environmental interest and establishment of a benchmark
acceptable concentration for each chemical in surface water and sediment interstitial pore
water. The review of relevant toxicity information was based primarily on the toxicity of
TCE since it was used as a surrogate compound to evaluate potential ecological effects. The
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toxicity assessment reviewed EPA databases AQUIRE and PHYTOTOX. Information was

gathered on acute and chronic effects to aquatic vertebrates and invertebrates, plants and
terrestrial vertebrate species. This information is presented in Appendix D. Benchmark
concentrations were assumed equal to the lowest observed effect level, for evaluating chronic
effects in surface water, and, for evaluating acute effects, based on LCs, data for TCE.
Benchmark concentrations for interstitial pore water were assumed equal to the benchmark
levels for surface water. TR -

8.23 Ecological Exposure Assessment

The ecological exposure assessment involved the determination of potential ecological
receptors and the calculation of exposure point concentrations. Potential receptors include
aquatic organisms and benthic invertebrates in the streams and Rock Creek, and terrestrial
vertebrates that may ingest surface water. The exposure assessment identified two
conditions where potential exposures could occur: current conditions and future conditions.
Exposure point concentrations were estimated separately for current and future conditions.
For current conditions, the exposure point concentrations for the surface water and sediment
interstitial pore water were assumed equal to the observed concentrations for TCE in
surface water from the site investigations. For future conditions, exposure point
concentrations were only estimated for the sediment interstitial pore concentrations for the
tributaries and Rock Creek based on sample data for monitoring wells near these streams.
Sample data from the shallow monitoring wells PMW-12A, PMW-13A and PMW-16A were
assumed equal to the future exposure point concentrations for interstitial pore water for the
tributaries. Sample data from the deep monitoring wells PMW-14 and PMW-16B were used
to estimate the future exposure point concentrations for interstitial pore water for Rock
Creck.

8.2.4 Ecological Risk Characterization

Risk characterization involved a determination of potential ecological impacts to
aquatic receptors (e.g., aquatic organisms and benthic organisms) and terrestrial vertebrates.
Potential impacts to aquatic receptors were determined based on the comparison of the
exposure point concentration of a chemical, in either surface water or sediment pore water,
to a media specific benchmark concentration. The methodology for evaluating the
magnitude of ecological effects was based on the toxicity quotient method. This involves the
calculation of a toxicity quotient (TQ) value. The TQ value is calculated by dividing the
exposure point concentration of a chemical by its environmental benchmark. A potential
risk would occur where the TQ value exceeded 1. This TQ approach was used on each
sample rather than on an estimate of a single exposure point concentration. Potential
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impacts to terrestrial vertebrates was based on the calculation of a daily dose, based on
ingestion, to a no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL) for TCE.

For current conditions, there were no potential ecological risks. For future
conditions, potential chronic effects to benthic organisms could occur in the Eastern
Tributary, based on shallow groundwater data from monitoring well PMW-12A, and in Rock
Creek, based on deep groundwater data from monitoring well PMW-16B. -

82.5 Uncertainty in the Ecological Assessment

Uncertainty in the ecological assessment results from the selection of compounds-of-
interest, toxicity assessment, exposure assessment, and risk characterization. Of the
compounds-of-interest selected for the quantitative risk assessment, TCE was the most
prevalent compound. The other compounds were detected at much lower concentrations
with some that were detected at or near the detection limit in groundwater. Uncertainty
regarding compounds-of-interest was reduced by considering total chlorinated aliphatics
rather than the individual compounds. Uncertainty regarding the toxicity assessment comes
primarily from the use of toxicity of TCE as a surrogate compound for toxic effects of total
chlorinated aliphatics. TCE, although the most prevalent compound, is also one of the more
toxic of the chlorinated aliphatics and may result in an overestimation of risk when
evaluating risks to total chlorinated aliphatics. For the exposure assessment, the greatest
uncertainty is associated with the estimation of exposure point concentrations for future
conditions. Groundwater concentrations at various monitoring wells near the tributaries and
monitoring wells PMW-14 and 16B were used to estimate exposure point concentrations for
sediment interstitial pore water. The groundwater data was used directly to evaluate
potential effects rather than modeled to estimate the interstitial pore water concentration.
The actuval concentration would probably much less due to dilution, dispersion and
adsorption/desorption processes. For risk characterization, the greatest uncertainty is
associated with calculation of potential ecological risks for future conditions and it is the
result of the assumptions made for calculating future exposure point concentrations. The
estimated ecological risks for future conditions may overestimate the actual risk by one to
two orders-of-magnitude.
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83 SUMMARY OF HEALTH-BASED CLEAN-UP LEVELS

Section 7.0 presented the health-based clean-up levels for compounds-of-interest in
exposure media at the Plant site. The exposure media include:

s onssite surface soils;
. off-site groundwater;
. surface water; and

e  sediments.

Health-based clean-up levels for on-site surface soils and groundwater were based on the
human health evaluation. Health-based clean-up levels for surface water and sediments
were based on the ecological evaluation. A summary of the health-based clean-up levels is
provided in Table 8-9.

For on-site surface soils, health-based clean-up levels were based on exposures to on-
site maintenance workers. Health-based clean-up levels for groundwater were calculated
under two scenarios: exposures to off-site groundwater from irrigation uses; and, exposures
to off-site groundwater from both potable uses and irrigation uses. Health-based clean-up
levels from irrigation use of off-site groundwater were based on the exposure assumption for
off-site residents under both the current and future land use scenario. The clean-up levels
for carcinogens were based on exposures to children (aged 2 to 18 years), while clean-up
levels for noncarcinogens were based on exposures for young children (aged 2 to 6 years).
Health-based clean-up levels for irrigation and potable uses of off-site groundwater were
based on exposures to off-site residents in both the current and future scenarios. The clean-
up levels for carcinogens were based on exposures to adults while clean-up levels for
noncarcinogens were based on exposures for young children (aged 2 to 6 years).

Health-based clean-up levels for compounds-of-interest in surface water were based
on the lowest benchmark concentration for chronic effects to aquatic organisms. The
compounds-of-interest for surface water were total chlorinated ahphatms while clean-up
levels were based on toxicity data for TCE.

Health-based clean-up levels for sediments were based on an acceptable
concentration for total chlorinated aliphatics in sediment interstitial pore water. It was
assumed that the acceptable concentration for total chlorinated aliphatics in interstitial pore
water was equal to the clean-up level for surface water. The clean-up level for sediments
was then calculated based on the Equilibrium Partitioning Approach for Generating
Sediment Quality Criteria (EPA, 1988b).
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TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF SURFACE SOIL DATA
# Samples # Hits #3BDL BDL BDL Detected Detected
TCL VOLATILES
Chloromethane 9 0 9 11.21 1333.33
Bromomethane 9 4] .9 11.21 1333.33
Vinyl Chloride 9 -0 9 1n.21 1333.33
Chlorocthane 9 0 9 11.21 1333.33
Methylene Chloride 9 [ 3 5.81 646.15 12.51 37.04
Acctons 9 3 [ 11.33 12.56 11.63 2564.10
Carbon Disulfide 9 [} 9 5.6 646.15
1,1-Dichiorocthene 10 0 10 5.61 646.15
1.1-Dichlorocthane 10 1 9 5.81 646.15 83.89 33.89
1,2-Dichlorocthene {total) 10 [} 10 5.61 646.15
Chloroform 9 0 9 5.61 646.15
1,2-Dichlorocthane 9 0 9 5.61 646.15
2-Butanons 9 0 9 11.21 1333.33
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 10 1 9 5.61 646.15 432.10 432.10
Carbon Tetrachloride 9 0 9 5.61 646.15
Vinyl Acctate 9 [} 9 11.21 1333.33
Bromodichloromethane 9 0 9 5.61 646.18
1,2-Dichloropropans 9 [} 9 581 646.15
¢is~1.3-Dichloropropens 9 0 . 5.61 646.1S5
Trichlorocthens 10 0 10 5.6 546,18
Dibromochloromethane 9 0 9 5.61 646.15
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane ] 0 9 5.51 646.15
Beazens 9 0 9 5.61 646.18
trans~1,3-Dichloropropens 9 0 9 5.61 646.15
Bromoform 9 0 9 5.61 646.18
4-Methyl~2-Pentanone 9 0 9 11.21 1333.33
2-Hexanons 9 [} 9 11.21 1333.33
Tetrachioroethens 10 0 10 5.61 646.15
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthans 9 [} 9 5.61 646.15
Toluens 9 0 9 5.61 646.15
Chlorobenzens 9 0o 9 5.61 646.15
Ethylbenzens 9 0 9 5.61 646.18
Styrene 9 0 9 5.61 646.15
Xylenes (total) 9 1 3 5.61 6.28 5123.1 5123.21
SEMI-VOLATILE. mz/Kg
bis (2-cthylhexyl) phthalate [ 1 s 0.33 0.41 24.32 .32
PCBs (u3/Kz)
PCB-1016 5 0 § 96.38554216 100.50
PCB-1221 5 0 5 96.38554216 100.50
PCB~1232 s 0 5 9638554216 100.50
PCB-1242 5 0 5 96.333554216 100.50
PCB-1243 5 0 5 96.38554216 100.50
PCB-1254 5 1 4 1927710843 201.01 $13.52 513.52
PCB-1260 ] 0 5 1927710843 201.01




~ TABLE2-2
SUMMARY OF COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST FOR
ON-SITE SULFACE SOILS

SEMI VOLATILES
Bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
VOLATILES

Methylene Chloride
Acetone
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1,1=Trichloroethane
Xylenes

PCB - Arochlor 1254
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TABLE 2-3
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR REMOTE FILL SPOUT AREA SURFACE SOILS
# Samples # Hits #BDL BDL BDL Detected " Detected
TCL VOLATILES, us/Kg
Chloromethane - . 1 (/] 1 12.56 12.56
Bromomethane 1 ] 1 12.56 12.56
Vinyl Chloride 1 0 1 12.56 12.56
Chlorocthans 1 0 1 12.56 12.56
Methylene Chlaride 1 1 0 20.10 20.10
Acetons 1 [} 1 12.56 12.56
Carbon Disulfide 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
1,1-Dichloroethene 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
1,1-Dichlorocthane 1 .0 1 6.28 6.28
1,2-Dichlorocthens {otal) 1 0 1 628 6.28
Chloroform 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
1,2-Dichlorocthane 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
2~Butanone 1 0 1 12.56 12.56
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 1 (] 1 6.28 6.28
Carbon Tetrachloride 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
Vinyl Acctate 1 0 1 12.56 12.56
Bromodichioromethans 1 o 1 6.23 6.28
1,2-Dichloropropase 1 ) 1 6.28 6.23
cis=1,3-Dichloropropens 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
Trichlorocthene 1 1] 1 6.28 6.23
Dibromochloromethane 1 0 1 6.23 6.23
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 1 [+] 1 6.28 6.23
Beozens 1 ) 1 628 6.28
trans-1,3~Dichloropropens 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
Bromoform 1 0 1 528 6.28
4-Methyl-2-Peatanone 1 o 1 12.56 12.56
2-Hexanope 1 0 1 12.56 12.56
Tetrachlorocthens 1 o 1 628 623
1.1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
Toluens 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
Chlorobenzene 1 0 1 6.28 6.28
Ethylbenzene 1 o | 6.28 628
Styrcne 1 0 1 6.23 6.28
Xylenes (tota) 1 0 1 6.23 6.23
SEMI-VOLATILE, mg/Kg
bis (2-cthylhexyl) phthalate 1 o 1 0.41 0.41
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TABLE 24
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR DEGREASING FLUID STORAGE AREA SURFACE SOILS

Minimum Maximum Minimum Maximum
# Samples #Hits .~ #BDL- BDL BDL Detected Deteoted

VOLA'
Chioromethane = -
Bromomethane
Vinyl Chloride
Chlorocthane
Methylene Chloride
Acctone
Carbon Disulfide
1,1-Dichloroethene 1
1,1-Dichioroethane B |
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 1
Chloroform
1,2-Dichlorocthane
2-Butanone
1,1,1~Trichlorocthane 1 o 1 10.00 10.00
Carbon Tetrachloride
Viny! Acetate
Bromodichloromethane
1,2-Dickloropropane
¢is-1,3-Dichloropropene .
Trichloroethene ' 1 I 1 10.00 10.00
Dibromochloromethane.
1.1,2-Trichloroethane
Benzene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropenc
Bromoform
4~Mecthyl-2-Pentanone
2-Hexanone
Tetrachlorocthene 1 0 1 10.00 10.00
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane ' :
Telucne
Chlorobenzens
Ethylbenzene
Styrenc
Xyleacs (total)

SEMI-VOLATILE me/Ke
bis 2-ethylhexyl) phthalate

20.00 20.00
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TABLE 2-5
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR PUMP HOUSE AREA SURFACE SOILS N /
Minimum Maximum Minimum _Maximum
# Samples # Hits # BDL BDL EDL Detected Detected
TCL VOLATILES, vaiks —
Chbloromcthans - . 2 0 2 11.38 12.35
Bromomethane 2 (1] 2 11.33 12.35-
Vinyl Chlorids 2 [ 2 11.33 12.35
Chlorocthans 2 ] 2 11.38 12.38 -
Methylene Chloride 2 2 (] 12.51 37.04
Acctone 2 o 2 11.38 12.35
Carbon Disulfide 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
1,1-Dichlorocthene 2 o 2 5.69 6.17.. ‘
1,1-Dichlorocthane 2 1 1 5.69 5.69 88.89 88.39
1,2~Dichlorocthene (total) 2 0 2 5.69 6.17 -
Chloroform 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
1,2-Dichloroethane 2 [\ 2 569 _ 6.17 -
2-Butanone 2 I ' 2 11.38 12.35
1,1,1-Trichiorocthane 2 -1 1 5.69 5.69 432.10 432.10
Carbon Tetrachloride 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
Vinyl Acetate 2 [+) 2 11.33 12.35
Bromodichloromethane 2 [} 2 5.69 6.17
1,2-Dichloropropans 2 [} 2 5.5 6.17
cis-1,3-Dichloropropene 2 - [} 2 5.69 6.17
Trichloroctticas 2 -0 2 5.69 817 -
Dibromochloromethane 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 2 [ 2 5.69 6.17
Benzene 2 o 2 569 6.17
trans-1,3-Dichloropropens 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
Bromoform 2 (] 2 5.69 6.17
4-Methyl-2-Peatanone 2 K] 2 11.38 12.35 N /
2-Hexanone 2 0 2 11.38 12.38
Tetrachlorocthene 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthans 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
Toluene 2 0 2 5.69 6.17 o
Chlorobenzene 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
Ethylbenzene 2 -0 2 5.69 6.17 ,
Styrene 2 0 2 5.69 6.17 -
Xylenes (total) 2 0 2 5.69 6.17
SEMI-VOLATILE, me/Xg
bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 2 - 1 1 375.43 375.43 24.32 24.32 B
PCBs (12/K2)
PCB-1016 1 ] 1 98.77 98.77
PCB-1221 1 0 1 9.7 93.77
PCB-1232 i 0 1 .77 98.77
PCB-1242 1 - - 0 1 98.77 98.77
PCB-1243 1 0 1 93.77 98.77
PCB-1254 1 1 0 518.52 518.52
PCB-1260 1 0 1 197.53 197.53 )
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TABLE 2-6
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR RAILROAD DOCK AREA SURFACE SOILS
# Samples # Hits # BDL BDL EDL Detected Deteeted
TCL VOLATILES we/Kg
Chloromethane - . . 2 [ 2 12.17 1333.33
Bromomethane 2 0 2 12.17 1333.33
Vinyl Chloride 2 ] 2 12.17 1333.33
Chiorocthane 2 1] 2 12.17 1333.33
Methylene Chloride 2 o 2 608 646.15
Acctooe 2 1 1 1217 12.17 2564.10 2564.10
Carbon Disuffide 2 0 2 6.08 645.18 .
1,1-Dichlorocthene 2 0 2 6.08 646.15 y
1,1-Dichlorocthane 2 o 2 6.08 646.15
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 2 ) 2 6.08 646.15
Chloroform 2 [ 2 6.08 646.15
1,2-Dichlorocthanc 2 4] 2 6.08 646.15 -
2-Butanone 2 0 2 12.17 1333.33
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 2 ] -2 6.08 645.15
Carbon Tetrachloride 2 0 2 6.08 646.15
Vinyl Acetate 2 [ 2 12.17 1333.33
Bromodichloromethane 2 0 2 6.08 646.15
1,2-Dichloropropane 2 0 2 6.08 646.15
eis~1,3-Dichloropropeac 2 0 2 6.08 646.15
Trichloroethene 2 ] 2 6.08 646.15
Dibromochloromethane 2 0 2 6.08 646.15
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 2 o 2 6.08 646.15
Benzene 2 [} 2 6.08 646.15
trans~1,3-Dichioropropene 2 0 2 6.08 645.15
Bromoform 2 0 2 6.08 646.15
4-Mcthyl=2-Peptanone 2 [ 2 12.17 1333.33
2-Hexanone 2 ] 2 12.37 1333.33
Tetrachlorocthene 2 o 2 6.08 646.15
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 2 ] 2 6.08 646.15
Toluene 2 0 2 6.08 646.15
Chlorobenzene 2 (] 2 6.08 646.15
Ethylbenzene 2 ) 2 6.08 646.15
Styrene 2 0 2 6.08 - 646.15
Xylenes Qotal) 2 1 1 6.08 6.08 512321 5128.21
VOLA' m
bis (2-cthythexyl) phthatate 1 0 1} 0.40 0.40

-y

1 w A
Fis o -



Orae,

"gi

(Re

TABLE 2-7
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR OLD WASTE DRUM STORAGE AREA SURFACE SOILS
# Samples # Hits # BDL BDL BDL Detected Detected
TCL VOLATILES, us/Kg
Chloromethane -~ - .~ 1 0 1 12.05 12.05
Bromomethane 1 0 1 12.05 12.05
Vinyl Chloride 1 0 1 12.08 12.05
Chlorocthane 1 0o 1 12.05 12.05
Methylepe Chlorids 1 1 o 24.10 24.10
Acctoas 1 (] 1 12.08 12.05
Carboa Disulfide 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
1,1-Dichlorocthens 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
1,1-Dichlorocthane 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
1,2-Dichloroethene Qotal) 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Chloroform 1 ] 1 6.02 6.02
1,2-Dichlorocthane 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
2-Butanone 1 0 1 12.08 12.0
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Carbon Tetrachloride 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Vinyl Acctate 1 0 | 12.08 12.05
Bromodichloromethane 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
1,2-Dichloropropane 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
cis-1,3-Dichloropropens 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Trichlorocthens 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Dibromochloromethane 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Benzene 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 1 o 1 6.02 6.02
Bromoform H 0 1 6.02 6.02
4-Mcthy}=2-Pentanons 1 0 1 12.08 12.08
2-Hexanone 1 0 1 12.05 12.08
Tetrachloroethene 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 1 ] 1 6.02 6.02
Tolucne 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Chlorobenzens 1 ] 1 6.02 6.02
Ethylbenzene 1 0 1 5.02 6.02
Styrens 1 0 1 6.02 6.02
Xylenes (total) 1 0 1 6.02 §.02
VOLA' m;
1 0 1 0.40 0.40

bis (2-cthyhexyl) phihalate
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_  TABLE 2-8
SUMMARY OF COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST FOR
ON-SITE SURFACE SOILS BY SOURCE AREA

Degreasing
.- Fluid '
Remote Fill Storage Pumphouse
Spout Area Tak Area - Area
VOLATILES: ‘ SEMI VOLATILES;
Methylene Chloride Bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
VOLATILES:
Methylene Chloride
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
PCB - Arochlor 1254
Old Waste
Railroad " Drum Storage
Track Area Area
VOLATILES: VOLA
Acetone Methylene Chloride

Xylenes
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TABLE 2-9
SUMMARY OF SUBSURFACE SOIL DATA
# Samples # Hits # BDL BDL BDL Detected Detected
TCL VOLATILES, ug/Kg
Chioromethane 11 0 1 10.27 12.12
Bromomethane 1 0 11 10.27 12.12
Vinyl Chloride 1 ] 1 10.27 12.12
Chlorocthane 11 0 11 10.27 12.12
Methyleas Chloride 1 s s 5.13 6.06 6.47 11.99
Acclone : 11 3 3 10.37 124 15.40 n.s2
Carbon Disulfide 11 0 1 5.13 6.06
1,1-Dichloroctheoe 1n 1 10 5.13 6.06 T72.64 T72.64
1,1-Dichlorocthane 1n 1 10 5.13 6.06 19.37 19.37
1,2-Dichlorocthene {total) 11 2 9 5.19 §.06 12.32 96.85
Chloroform 1 o 1 5.13 6.06
1,2-Dichlorocthane 11 1 10 5.13 6.06 6.00 6.00
2~Butanone 1 0 11 10.27 12.12
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 1 2 9 5.19 6.06 9.24 69.01
Carbon Tetrachloride 1 (1] 1 5.13 6.06
Vinyl Acctate 11 0 11 10.27 12.12
Bromodichloromethane 1 (1] un 5.13 6.06
1,2-Dichloropropans 1 0 1 5.13 6.06
cis~1,3-Dichloropropeae 11 0 1 5.13 6.06
Trichlorocthene 11 2 9 5.19 6.06 302.66 308.01
Dibromochloromethane 1 0 11 513 6.06
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 1 ] i1 5.13 6.06
Beazens 11 <] 11 5.13 5.06
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 11 0 1 5.13 6.06
Bromoform 1 1] 11 5.13 6.06
4-Mecthyl~2-Pentanone 11 o 11 10.27 12.12
2-Hexanons 1n o 1 10.27 12.12
Tetrachlorocthene 1 1] 1 5.13 6.06
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 1 0 1 5.13 6.06
Tolucne 1 0 11 5.13 6.06
Chlorcbenzens 1 0 1 5.13 6.06
Ethylbenzene 1n 0 1 5.13 6.06
Styrene 11 0 11 5.13 6.06
Xyleaces (total) 1n 0 1 5.13 6.06
SEMI-VOLA’ m;
bis (2-cthylhexyl) phthalste 4 0 4 0.36 0.40
PCBs (ux/Kg)
PCB-1016 2 0 2 86.53 $7.21
PCB~1221 2 0o 2 86.53 b 711
PCB~1252 2 0 2 86.58 3$7.21
PCB~1242 2 0 2 86.53 87.21
PCB~1243 2 0 2 86.58 7.21
PCB~1254 2 0 2 173.16 174.42
PCB~1260 2 0 2 173.156 174.42




TABLE 2-10
SUMMARY OF COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST FOR
ON-SITE SUBSURFACE SOILS

VOLATILES

Methylene Chloride
Acetone
1,1-Dichloroethene
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethene
1,1,1=Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene
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TABLE 2-11

SUMMARY OF PHASE I AND PHASE Il GROUNDWATER DATA

#Samples #Hits  #BDL BDL BDL Detected Detected
TCL VOLATILES, ve/L
Chloromethane - . - 43 0 43 10 1000
Bromomethans T 43 0 43 10 1000
Vinyl Chloride 43 0 4 10 1000
Chlorocthans 43 0 43 10 1000
Methylens Chloride 43 0 43 s 500
Acetons 43 16 27 10 1000 12 23
Carbon Disulfide 43 2 4] ] 500 10 11
1,1-Dichlorocthene 43 16 n s 5 6 3200
1,1-Dichlorocthane 43 3 40 5 500 21 n
1,2-Dichlorocthene (otal) 43 6 k7 5 5 3 300
Chloroform 43 0 43 s 500
1,2-Dichlorocthane 43 2 41 5 - 500 7 9
2-Butanone 43 1 42 10 1000 55 55
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 43 14 29 s s 7 6000
Carboa Tetrachloride 49 0 a3 s 1500
Vinyl Acetate 43 0 43 10 1000
Bromodichloromethane 43 0 43 5 500
1,2-Dichloropropane 43 0 43 5 500
cis-1,3-Dichloropropens 43 0o 43 5 500
Trichlorocthens 43 21 2 5 s 9 . 54000
Dibromochloromethane 43 0 43 5 500
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 43 0 43 s 500
Benzene. 43 0 43 5 500
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 43 0 43 5 500
Bromoform 43 0 43 s 500
4~Methyl-2-Pentanone 43 0 43 10 1000
2-Hexanone 43 /] 43 10 1000
Tetrachloroethens 43 0 43 s 500
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 43 o 43 5 500
Toluene 43 1 42 H 500 [ 6
Chlorobenzene 43 [} 43 5 500
Ethylbeazens 43 0 43 5 500
Styrcoe 43 o 43 ] 500
Xylenes (total) 43 0 43 5 500
TCL SEMI-VOLATILE, ue/L
bis (2-cthylhexyl) phthalate 32 2 30 10 20 30 0
SRR N RPN
’ EUCRV T I B
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TABLE 2-12
SUMMARY OF COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST FOR
GROUNDWATER

VOLATILES

Acetone
Carbon disulfide
1.1=-Dichloroethene
1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethene
1,2-Dichloroethene
2-Butanone
1,1,1=Trichloroethene
Trichloroethene
Toluene

SEMI VOLATILES

- Bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate




TABLE 2-13

SUMMARY OF DATA FOR ON-SITE SHALLOW GROUNDWATER DATA

# Samples

# Hits

# BDL

Minimum

BDL

Maximum

BDL

Detected Detected

TCL VOLATILES ug/l

Bromomethans

Vinyl Chlcride
Chilorocthane

Mecthylens Chloride
Acctons

Casbon Disulfide
1,1-Dichlorocthens
1,1-Dichlorocthane
1,2-Dichlorocthens (total)
Chloroform
1,2-Dichlorocthane
2-Butanone
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane
Cardona Tetrachloride
Vinyl Acetats
Bromodichloromethane
1,2-Dichioropropane
cirl.S-DkNW
Trichlorocthens
Dibromochicromethans
1,1,2-Tsichlorocthane
Benzene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
Bromoform
4-Mecthyl-2-Pentanone
2-Hexanons
Tetrachlorocthene
1,1.2,2-Teatrachiorocthane
Tolucne

Chlorobenzens
Exthylbenzene

Styrene

Xylenes (total)

TCL SEMI-VOLATILE, ue/L

bis (2-cthylbexyl) phthalate

A7 7 3 A i 7 7 T
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: TABLE 2-14
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR ON-SITE DEEP GROUNDWATER DATA
- # Samples # Hits # BDL BDL BDL " Detected Detected
VOLATILES, ve/L
Chloromethane ~ - - 2 0 20 10 100 =
Bromomethane 21 0 2 10 100-
Vinyl Chloride 21 0 20 10 100
Chlorocthane 21 0 20 10 100
Methylene Chloride 21 0 20 s 50
Acetone 21 .7 1¢ 10 100 12 <
Carbon Disulfide 21 1 19 5 50 10 10
1,1-Dichlorocthenc 21 3 13 ] s 3200
1,1~-Dichlorocthane 21 ‘2 18 ] 50 2 50
1,2-Dichloroethens (total) 22 4 16 5 s 4 330
Chloroform 21 o 2 s 50
1,2-Dichlorocthans 2 1 19 5 50 9 9
2-Butanone 21 1 19 10 100 55 55
1,1.1-Trichlorocthane 21 s 13 [ 5 7 6000
Cuarbon Tetrachloride 21 L 20 s 1500
Viny! Acetate 2 ‘e 2 10 100
Bromodichloromethane 21 ] 20 5 50
1,2-Dichloropropane 2 o 20 5 50
¢is-1,3-Dichloropropene 2 ‘o 2 5 50
Trichlorocthene 24 12 4 5 H] 2 45000
Dibromochloromethane - 2 1] 20 5 50
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 2 4] 20 5 50
Benzene 21 1] 20 5 50
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 21 ) 20 5 50
Bromoform 2 0 20 5 50
4-Methyl-2-Peatanone 21 0 2 10 100
2-Hexanoae 21 0 o] 10 100
Tetrachlorocthene 21 0 2 5 50
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 2 0 20 5 50 g
Toluene 21 1 19 5 50 é 6
Chlorobenzene 2 [} 20 s 50
Ethylbenzene 2 0 20 s 50
Styrene 2 o 20 H 50
Xylcnes (total) 2a 0 20 5 50
ICL SEMI-VOLATILE ue/L
bis (2-cthylhexyD) phthalate 15 1 13 10 20 90 90
FLTY PR N
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TABLE 2-15
SUMMARY OF DATA FOR OFF-SITE SHALLOW GROUNDWATER DATA
# Samples # Hits # BDL BDL BDL Detected Detected
TCL VOLATILES, ug/L
Chloromethane - ’ 2 o 3 10 10
Bromomethane 2 o 3 10 10
Vinyl Chloride 2 0 3 10 10
Chlorocthane 2 ] 3 10 10
Methyleas Chloride 2 0 3 s s
Acctons 2 1 1 10 10 15
Carboa Disulfide 2 o 2 5 s
1,1-Dichloroethens 2 0 2 s 5
1,1-Dichlorocthane 2 o 2 5 s
1,2-Dichlorocthene (total) 2 0 2 5 ]
Chloroform 2 0 2 s 5
1,2-Dichlorocthane 2 ] 2 5 5
2-Butanons 2 4] 2 10 10
1,1,1=Trichlorocthans 2 0 2 5 5
Carboa Tetrachloride 2 0 2 5 s
Vinyl Acctats 2 0 2 10 10
Bromodichloromethans -~ 2 0 2 s s
1.2-Dichloropropane 2 [} 2 5 5
eis~1,3-Dichloropropens 2 0 2 5 5
Trichlorocthene 2 0 2 k] 5
Dibromochioromethane 2 0 2 s s
1,1,2~Trichlorocthans 2 [ 2 5 5
Beazens 2 o 2 5 5
trans-1,3-Dichloropropens 2 1] 2 5 5
Bromoform 2 o 2 s s
4-Mcthyl-2-Peatanons 2 0 2 10 10
2-Hexanooe 2 [} 2 10 10
Tetrachlorocthene 2 (1] 2 5 5
1.1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 2 0 2 5 )
Tolucns 2 o 2 5 s
Chlorobenzene 2 0 2 ] s
Ethylbenzene 2 0 2 s 5
Styrcoe 2 0 2 5 5
Xylenes (total) 2 0 2 5 s
TCL SEMI-VOLATILE, us/L
bis (2-cthylhexyl) phthalate 2 0 2 10 10
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TABLE 2-16

SUMMARY OF DATA FOR OFF-SITE DEEP GROUNDWATER DATA

# Hits

# BDL

Minimum Maximum
BDL BDL

Minimum Maximum
Detected

Detected

JCL VOLATILES we/L

Chloromethane -
Bromomethane

Viny! Chloride
Chlorocthane

Methylene Chloride
Azctone

Carbon Disulfide
1,1-Dichlorocthene
1,1-Dichlorocthane
1,2-Dichlorocthenc (total)
Chloroform
1,2-Dichlorocthane
2~Butanonc
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride
Vinyl Acetate
Bromodichioromethane
1,2-Dichloropropane
cis~1,3-Dichloropropeac
Trichloroethene
Dibromochloromethane
1,1,2~Trichlorocthane
Benzene
trans-1,3-Dichloropropcac
Bromoform
4-Mcthyl-2-Pentanone
2-Hexanone
Tetrachlorocthene
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane
Toluene

Chlorobenzene
Ethylbenzene

Styrene

Xylenes (otal)

JCL SEMI-VOLATILE. we/L

bis (2-ethylbexyl) phthalate
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TABLE 2-17
SUMMARY OF PHASE I AND PHASE II SURFACE WATER DATA
# Samples # Hits #3BDL BDL BDL Detected Detected
TCL VOLATILES, ue/L
Chloromethane 3 0 3 10 10
Bromomethane 3 0 ] 10 10
Vinyl Chloride 0 | 10 10
Chlorocthans 3 0 3 10 10
Methylens Chloride 3 0 3 5 5
Acctone 3 4 4 10 10 17 24
Carbon Disulfide ] ¢ 8 5 5
1,1-Dichlorocthene 3 0 L 5 5
1.1-Dichlorocthane 3 0 3 s s
1,2-Dichlorocthens (total) 3 0 3 5 s
Chloroform 3 [/} E 5 5
1,2-Dichlorocthane ] [} $ 5 5
2-Butanons 3 1] 8 10 10
1.1,1-Trichlorocthane 3 0 3 5 s
Carbon Tetrachloride 3 0 3 5 5
Viny] Acetate ] 0 3 10 10
Bromodichloromethane 3 0 ] 5 s
1,2-Dichloropropane 8 0 $ § s
cis~1,3-Dichloropropene 3 0 3 5 5
Trichloroethens | 2 6 5 s 10 11
Dibromochloromethane  § 0 3 5 5
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 3 0 8 s 5
Benzene ) 3 [} 5 5
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 3 0 3 s 5
Bromoform 3 0 3 5 s
4-Mecthyl-2-Peatagone 3 0 3 10 10
2-Hexanone 3 0 3 10 10
Tetrachlorocthens 3 1] 3 5 5
1,1,2,2-Tetrachlorocthane 3 0 L 5 s
Tolucne 3 [} 3 5 5
Chlorobenzene 3 0 3 H 5
Ethylbenzene 3 [} 3 S 5
Styreoe 3 [} L s 5
Xylenes (total) 3 0 3 s s
SEMI-VOLATILE, ug/L,
bis (2-cthylbexyD phthalste 3 0 3 10 20
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TABLE 2-18
SUMMARY OF COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST FOR
~ OFF-SITE SURFACE WATER

VOLATILES

'Acetone
Trichloroethene
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: TABLE 2-1%
SUMMARY OF PHASE I AND PHASE I SEDIMENT DATA
# Samplcs # Hits # BDL BDL BDL Detected Detected
ICL VOLATILES, vs/Kg
Chloromethans . -  } 0 8 12.36 22.08
Bromomethane 3 0 3 12.36 2208
Vinyl Chloride 3 ) 3 12.36 2.08
Chloroethane 0 3 12.36 22.08
Methylens Chlorids 3 1 7 6.18 11.04 10.69 10.69
Acctons 3 5 3 12.36 22.08 15.70 45.%0
Carbon Disuifids 0 3 6.18 11.04
1,1-Dichlorocthene 3 0 8 6.13 11.04
1,1-Dichlorocthane ] [} 4 6.18 11.04
1,.2-Dichloroethene (total) 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
Chloroform 3 1] 3 6.18 11.04
1,2-Dichlorocthans 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
2-Butanons 0 3 12.36 22.03
1.1,1~Trichlorocthane 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
Carbon Tetrachloride 3 0 | 6.13 11.04
Vinyl Acctate 3 0  § 12.36 22.03
Bromodichloromethans 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
1,2-Dichloropropans 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
cis~1,3-Dichloropropene 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
Trichloroethene ) 1] 3 6.13 11.04
Dibromochloromethane 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
1,1,2-Trichlorocthane 3 (] 3 6.18 11.04
Benzene 3 [} ) 6.13 11.04
trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 3 4] 3 6.13 11.04
Bromoform 3 0 ] 6.13 11.0¢
4-Mcthyl-2-Pentanone 3 0 3 12.36 2.08
2-Hexanone 3 [} 3 12.36 22.08
Tetrachlorocthens 3 [} 3 6.13 11.04
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
Toluene 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
Chlorobenzens 3 [ 3 6.18 11.04
Ethylbenzens 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
Styrens 3 0 3 6.13 11.04
Xylenes Qotal) 3 0 8 6.13 11.04
SEML-VOLATILE, mg/Kg
bis (2-cthylhexyl) phthalate 3 1 7 0.41 0.52 0.73 0.73
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TABLE 2-20
SUMMARY OF COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST FOR
OFF-SITE SEDIMENT

SEMI VOLATILES
Bis (2-ethylhexyl)phthalate
" VOLATILES

".Methylene Chloride
Acetone
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TABLE 2-21
LIST OF COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST BY MEDIA

Remois  Degressing Old Wasts  Subsurfs G d Groundwater Surface
Compounds of Interest Fa Sorage Rallrosd Drm Solle Shallow Decp Shallowr Deep Water

ORIGIL AL
(Red)

Spodt Taok  Pumphouss  Dock Storage
TCL VOLATILES )

Chloromethans

Bromomethane

Vinyl Chloride

Calorocthans

Methylens Chloride m [(}] . M ((})

Acctons @) @

Carbon Disulfide

1,1-Dichlorocthens . you (6)

1,1-Dichlorocthans yes yos

1,2-Dichlorocthens (total) yoo

Chloroform

1,2-Dichlosocthans

2-Butanoos

HEHR LU GE
He HRUigs

1,1,1-Trichloroethans yes yes

Carbom Tatrachloride

Vioyl Acetats

Bromodichlotomethans

1,2-Dichloropropans

cie-1,3-Dichloropropens

Trichloroethens yos yos yes yos yos

Dibromochloromethans

1,1,2-Trichlococthans

| Benzens

{texne-1,3-Dichloropropens

Bromoform

{4-Methyi-2-Pentanons

2-Hexanons

Tetrachlorocthens

1.1,2,2-Taunachlorocthans

Tolurns ()

Chlorcbenzens

Ethylbenzens

|Styrers

| Xylencs (total) yes

SEME-VOLATILES

bis (2~ethylhexyl) phehalize [y) m [y (u)

$)

PCBs

PCB-1016

PCB-1221

PCB-1232

PCB-1242

PCB-1248

PCB-1254 yes

PCB-1260

Notes:

(1) = A Yackround coocertration of 33 ppb was 4 d in solls, Compound iss 1ab contaminant and was detocted st 8 concentration less than 10 times MDL.
(2) - Compound is s bd inant and was 4 data iom Jeas tham 10 times the MDL in oll media.

(3) = Compound was found in only | of 14 mmpies st & concentration less than § times MDL.

(4) - Compound was found is only | of 20 mmpics sl s iow less than § times MDL.

($) - Compound was found ia caly § of $ sampice st & concentration Jess than 10 times the MDL (actual concentration was equal 10 the detection timit).

{6) = A yes indicates the chemical is & compound of intezest for that medis.

(7 = Compound iss b inant and was d dats jom Joss tham 10 timos the MDL in a1l media.
(8) = Conmpound wes detected in only 1 of 20 smmpics at & conccatration of about § timos the detection Bmit.
MDA, ~ Mahod Detaction Limit.
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TABLE 3-1
POTENTIAL HUMAN RECEPTORS FOR CURRENT AND
FUTURE LAND USE CONDITIONS

ON-SITE

MAINTENANCE WORKERS

Children
Young Children

DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENTS:
Adults
Children
Young Children




TABLE 3-2

POTENTIAL RECEPTORS AND EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
FOR THE CURRENT LAND USE SCENARIO

Exposure
Receptor Media Location Intake Route
Maintenance Workers Surface Soils Plant Arca Dermal contact with surface soils
Incidental ingestion with surface soils
Nearby Resident Adults Nearby Ncardy Groundwater ingestion
Groundwater (a) Residents Dermal contact with groundwater while showering
Inhalation groundwater while showering
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigaticn
Irrigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
Tnhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Neazby Resident Childrea Nearby Neasby Groundwater ingestion
Groundwater (a) Residents Dermal contact with groundwater while showering
Inhalation groundwater while showering
Inhalatiop of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
Inhatation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Nearby Resident Young Nearby Neasby Grovadwater ingestion
Childrea Groundwater (a) Residents Dermal contact with groundwater while bathing
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
Inhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Distant Resident Adults Distant Distant Groundwater ingestion
Off-site Offsite Demmal contact with groundwater while showering
Groundwater (2) Residents Inhalation groundwater while showering
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irmigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
Inhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Distant Resident Children Distant Distant Groundwater ingestion
Off-site Offsite Dermal contact with groundwater while showering
Groundwater (a) Residents Inhalation groundwater while showering
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Trrigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
Inhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Distant Resident Young Distant Distant Groundwater ingestion
Childrea Off-site Offsite Dermal contact with groundwater while bathing
Groundwater (2) Residents Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils ’
Inhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Notes:

a - Groundwater cxposures will be evaluated as a Hypothetical Offsite Groundwater Use Scenario.
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. . TABLE 3-3
\/ POTENTIAL RECEPTORS AND EXPOSURE PATHWAYS
FOR THE FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIO
. Exposurc
Maintenance Workers Surface Soils Plant Ares - Dermal eontact with surface soils
Incidental ingestion with surface soils
Nearby Resident Adults Nearby . Nearby Groundwater ingestion
Groundwater ‘Residents Dermal contact with groundwater while showering
Inhslation groundwater whilc showering .
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigated Soils - Dermal contact with jrrigated soils
Inhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Nearby Resident Children Nearby - Nearby Groundwater ingestion
Groundwater (a) Residents Dermal contact with groundwater while showering
Inhalation groundwater while showering
. Inhatation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
: Inhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Nearby Resident Young Nearby Neasby Groundwater ingestion
Children Groundwater (&) Residents Dermal contact with groundwater while bathing
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigated Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
ITohalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Distant Resident Adults Distant Distant Groundwater ingestion
. ; Off-site Offsite Dermal eontact with groundwater while showering
\/ Groundwater (2) Residents Iohalation groundwater while showering
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigated Soils Demal eontact with frrigated soils i
Tnhalation of volatiles end dust from krrigated soils
Distant Resident Children Distant Distant Groundwater ingestion
Off-site Offsite Derma! contact with groundwater while showering
Groundwater (x) Resideats Inhalstion groundwater while showering
Inhalation of volatiles from groundwalcr with irrigation
Irrigated 8oils Dermal contact with drrigated soils
Inhalation of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Distant Resident Young Distant Distant Grouadwater ingestion
Children Off-site Offsite Dermal contact with groundwater while bathing
Groundwater (a) Residents Inhalation of volatiles from groundwater with irrigation
Irrigatead Soils Dermal contact with irrigated soils
Inhalstion of volatiles and dust from irrigated soils
Notes:

2 - Groundwater exposurcs will be evaluated as & Hypothetical Offsitc Groundwater Use Scenario.




TABLE 3-4
SUMMARY OF HUMAN INHALATION RATES FOR

MEN, WOMEN, AND CHILDREN BY ACTIVITY LEVEL (CU. M/HR) (a)

LIGHT (¢) MODERATE (d)

RESTING (b) HEAVY (o)
Adult Mals 0.7 0.8 25 4.8
Adult Females 0.3 0.5 1.6 29
Average Adult (f) 0.5 0.6 2.1 3.9
Child, age 6 0.4 0.3 2 2.4
Child, age 10 0.4 1 3.2 4.2

(a) Values of inhalation rates for males, females and children
presented in this table are based on values reported for each

activity level in the Exposures Factors Handbook (US EPA, 1989)

(b) Includes watching television, reading and sleeping.
(c) Includes most domestic work, attending to personal needs
and care, hobbies, and conducting minor indoor repairs and

homs improvements.

(d) Includes heavy indoor cleanup, performance of major indoor

repairs and alterations, and climbing stairs.

(¢) Includes vigourous physical exercise and climbing stairs

carrying a load.

(D) Derived by taking the mean of the adult male and female

values for each activity level.
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TABLE 3-5
PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL BODY SURFACE AREA
BY PART OF BODY

Men Women
Body Part Mean (s.d.) Min-Max. n Mean (s.d.) Min-Max. n
Head 78(1.0) 6.1-10.6 48 710.6) 56-8.1 57
Trunk 35.90.1) 305414 43 32.8(1.9) 32.841.7 57
Upper Extremities 18.8(1.1) 164-21.0 48 179 (0.9) 15.6-19.9 57
Arms 14.1(0.9) 12.5-15.5 32 14.0 (0.6) 12.4-14.8 13
Upper Arms 740.5) 6.7-8.1 6 - - -
Forearms 5903 54-63 6 - - -
Hands 5.2(0.5) 4.6-7.0 32 5.1(0.3) 44-54 13
Lower Extremities 37.5(1.%) 333412 48 40.3(1.6) 36.043.2 57
Legs 31.2(1.6 26.1-334 k 7] 324(1.6) 29.8-35.3 13
Thighs 184(1.2) 15.2-20.2 2 19.5(1.1) 18.0-21.7 13
Lower Legs 12.8(1.0) 11.0-15.8 32 128 (1.0) 11.4-149 13
Feet 700.5 6.0-79 32 65(.3) 60-70 13

s.d. = standard deviation.
n = number of observations.

Source: Exposure Factors Handbook (U.S. EPA, 1989).
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TABLE 3-6
SUMMARY OF INTAKE EQUATIONS FOR
ON-SITE MAINTENANCE WORKERS

Incidental Ingestion of On-site Surface Soils:

CS*IR*CE*FI* AR ¢ EF * ED
Iing-s = BW # AT

Dermal Contact With On-site Surface Soils:

CS¢CF*SA*AF* ABSS*ET*EF *ED
Ider-s = BW * AT

where: SA=TBS * FBE

with: .
TBS = total body surface area; end
FBE = fraction of body exposed.
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TABLE 3-7

SUMMARY OF INTAKE PARAMETER VALUES

FOR ON-SITE MAINTENANCE WORKERS

Assumptions Comments/Reference

General Assumptions for Malatenance Workers

BW (body weight) = 70Kg mean body weight for an adult [a]

TBS (total body surface area) = 1.94m2 (19,400 cm2) 50% perceatile for adult male [a]

ET (exposute time) = 4 hirs assumed for dermal conlact

EF (exposure frequeacy) = 1 day/wk, 30 wks/yr assumed exposure to each source area

ED (exposute duration) = 30 yrs assumed
AT (averaging times):

Carcinogenic effects = 70 years mean life expectency (b]

Chronic effects (noncazc.) = 30 years based on exposure duration (ED)
Assumptions for Incidental Ingestion of Surface Solls:

IR (ingestion rate) = 100 mg/day recommended for adult [c]

FI (fraction ingested) = 0.5 (or 50%) based on area of contaminated source

AB (absorption factor) = 1 (or 100%) assumed

Assumptions for Dermal Contact With Surface Soils:

FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 0.111 (11.1%) SOthpcrcenuleofhmdcandforwms (3]
AF (soll adherence factor) = 1.5 mg/em2 value for potting soil [d]
ABS (skin absorption factor) = 0.25% /e 1.5% /hr absorption times 15% matrix [e]

Notes:

[a] U.S. EPA, 1989. Risk Assessmeat Guidance For Superfund. Volume I:Human Health Evaluation

Manual (Part A). EPA/540/1-89/002.
(b U.S. EPA, 1989. Exposure Factors Handbook, EPA/600/8-89/043.

{c] U.S. EPA, 1989. Intcrim Final Guidance for Soll Ingestion Rates. Memorandum from J. W. Porter. 1/27/89.
{d] Harger, J.R.E. 1979. A Model for the Determination of an Action Level for Removal of Curens Contaminated
Soil, Memorandum to P.S. Cole, Executive Director, Toxic Substance Control Commision. Lansing Mi.
{e] Hawley, J. 1985. Assessment of Health Risk Associated with Exposure to Contaminated Soil. Risk Analysis, 5:289-302.




TABLE 3-8

SUMMARY OF INTAKE EQUATIONS FOR
NEARBY RESIDENTS IN THE CURRENT

ANRD FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIOS

Ingestion of Groundwater:

CW*IR * ABS * EF * ED
ling-w = BW * AT
Dermal Contact With Irrigated Sofls:

SCFE*SA% AF ¢ ABS*ET *EF ¢ ED
Ker-s = BW * AT
where: SA=TBS * FRE
with: .
TBS = total body surface ares; and
FBE = fraction of body exposed.
Inhalation of Volatiles and Fugitive Dusts:
ASIR*ET ¢*EF ¢ED
linhal = "BW ¢ AT
Dermz! Contact With Groundwater (while showering):

CS*CF*SA*AF ¢« ABS*ET ¢*EF * ED
Hder-w = BW ¢ AT

T
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TABLE 3-9

SUMMARY OF INTAKE PARAMETER VALUES FOR NEARBY RESIDENT ADULTS
FOR THE CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIOS

Assumptions Commcuts/Refercnce -

Geseral Assumptions for Nearby Resident Adults:

BW (body weight) = TOKg mean body weight for an adult [a]

TBS (lotal body surface arca) = 1.94 m2 50th perceatile for adult male [b)

EF (exposute frequency) = 365 dayslyr for groundwater, 48 irrigated soils, 24 vols in gw

ED (exposure duration) = 30 y1u sssumed for resident adults

ET (exposure time) = 4 hus for dermal, 15 min shower, 24 for inhalation, 1 for volatiles in gw

ABS (sbsorption factor) = 1 (or 100%) sssumed absorption for ingestion and inhalation
AT (averaging times): .

Carcinogenic effects = 70 yeats mean life expecteacy [b]

Churoaic effects (noncare.) 30 years based on exposure duration (ED)
Assumptions for Groundwatcr Ingestion:

IR (ingestion rate) = 2 L/day recommended for adult [c}
Assumptions for Inhalation:

IR (inhalation rate) = 30 m3/day  (1.25 m3/hr) reasonable maximum daily exposure rate for adult [b]

IR (inhalation rate for shower) 0.89 m3/hr reasonable maximum indoor exposure rate [b]
Assumptions for Desmal Coatact to Soils:

FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 11.1% area of hands and forearms [b)

AF (s0ll adherence factor) 1.5 mg/cm2 value for poiting soil [d]

ABS (skin absorptioa factor) 0.25%/hr 1.5%/hr absorption times 15% matrix {e]
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Groundwater (showering):

FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 100% assumes wholo body exposed while showering -

PC (chemical permiability factor) = 0.0008 cw/hr value for water (a]

Notes:

(s] U.S. EPA, 1989, Risk Asscsament Guidance For Superfund. Volume I:Human Health Evaluation

Manual (Part A). EPA/540/1-89/002.

(b} U.S. EPA, 1989. Exposure Factors Handbook., EPA/600/8-89/043.
{c] U.S. EPA, 1989. Interim Final Guidance for Soil Ingestion Rates. Memorandum from J. W. Porter. 1/27/89.
{d] Harger, J.R.E. 1979. A Model for the Determination of an Action Level for Removal of Curcne Coataminated

Soil. Memorandum to P.S. Cole, Executive Director, Toxic
te] Hawley, J. 198S. Assessment of Health Risk Associated with Exposuze to Contaminated Soil. Risk

Substance Control Commision. Lansing Mi.
Analysis, 5:289-302.
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TABLE 3-10
SUMMARY OF INTAKE PARAMETER VALUES FOR NEARBY RESIDENT CHILDREN
FOR THE CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIOS

Assumptions

Comments/Reference

General Assumptions for Nearby Resident Children:
BW (body weight)
TBS (total body surface area)
EF (exposure frequency)
ED (exposure duration)
ET (exposure time)
_ ABS (gbsorption factor)
AT (averaging times): '
Carcinogenic effects
Chronic effects (noncarc.)

Assumptions for Groundwater Ingestion:

IR (ingestion rate) =
Assumptions for Inhalation:
IR (inhalation rate) =
IR (inhalation rate for shower) =
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Soils:
FBE (fraction of body exposed) =
AF (sofl adherence factor)
ABS (skin absorption factor)
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Groundwater (showering):
FBE (fraction of body exposed) =

PC (chemical petmiabnlty factor) =

Notes:

343Ke
1.21 m2
365 daysfyr
16 years

4 hrs

1

70 years
16 years

1.5 L/dny

30 m3/day
0.89 m3/hr

18.9%
1.5 mgfem2
0.25% /hr

100%
0.0008 cm/hr

{or 100%)

(1.25 m3/hr)

[a] U.S. EPA, 1929. Risk Assessment Guidance For Superfund. Volume I:Human Health Evaluation

Manual (Part A). EPA/5401-29/002.
b} U.S. EPA, 19%9. Exposure Factors Handbook. EPA/600/8-89/043.

mean body weight for child aged <3 - 18 yrs [a]

50th percentile for mele child 3 ~ 18 yrs {b]

for groundwater, 96 irrigated soils, 24 vols in gw

assumed for children

for dermal, 15 min shower, 24 for inhalation, 1 for volatiles in gw
assumed absorption for ingestion and inhalation

mean life expectency [b]
based on exposure duration (ED)

assumed for a child, 75% of an adult

reasonsble maximum daﬁy exposure rate for adult [b]
reasonable maximum indoor exposure rate [b)

area of hands, forearms and head [b]
value for potting soil [d)
1.5%/hr absorption times 15% matrix [e]

assumes whole body exposed while showering
value for water [a] ‘

[c] U.S. EPA, 1929, Interim Final Guidance for Soil Ingestion Rates. Memorandum from J. W. Porter. 1/27/89.
[d] Harger, J.R.E. 1979. A Model for the Determination of an Action Level for Removal of Curene Contaminated

Sofl. Memorandum to P.S. Cole, Executive Director, Toxic Substance Control Commision. Lansing Mi.
(e] Hawley, J. 1985, Assessment of Heslth Risk Associated with Exposure to Contaminated Soil. Risk Analysls, 5:289-302.
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TABLE 3-11

SUMMARY OF INTAKE PARAMETER VALUES FOR NEARBY RESIDENT YOUNG CHILDREN
FOR THE CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIOS

Assumptions Comments/Reference

Ganoral Assumptions for Nearby Resldent Young Children: )

BW (body weight) = 17.6Kg mean body welght for child aged 3 - 6 yrs [a)

TBS (total body surface area) = 0.73 m2 50th percentile for male child 3 - 6 yrs [b]

BF (exposuse frequency) = 365 days/yr for groundwater, 96 irrigated soils, 24 vols in gw

ED (exposure duration) = 5 years assusned for young children .

ET (exposute timc) = 4 hirs for dermal, 15 min for bath, 24 for inhalation, 1 for volatiles in gw

ABS (absorption factor) = 1 (or 100%) assumed sbsorption for ingestion and inhalation
AT (averaging times):

Carcinogeaic effects = 70 years mean life expectency [b)

Chronic effects (noncarc.) 5 yeais based on exposure duration (ED)
Assumptions for Groundwater Ingestion:

IR (ingestion rate) = 1.5 L/day assumed for a child, 75% of an adult
Assumptions for Inhalation:

IR (inkalation rate) = 24 x:3/day (1 m3/hr) reasonable maximum daily exposure rate for child age 6 {b]
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Soils: .

FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 18.9% area of hands, forearms and kead {b]

AF (soil adherence factor) 1.5 mg/cm2 value for polting soil [d]

ABS (skin absorption factor) 0.25%/hr 1.5%/hr absosption times 15% matrix [¢]
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Groundwater (showerlng):

FRE (fraction of body exposed) 100% assumes whole body exposed while bathing

PC (chemical permlability factor) = 0.0008 cax'iur value for water [a) '

Notes:

[a] U.S. EPA, 1989. Risk Asscesment Guidance For Superfund. Volume I:Human Health Evaluation

Manual (Part A). EPA/540/1-89/002.

{b) U.S. EPA, 1989. Exposure Factors Handbook, EPA/600/8-89/043.
{c] U.S. EPA, 1989, Interim Final Guidaace for Soil Ingesticr i: ' '« Memorandum from J. W. Porter. 1/27/89.
{d) Harger, J.R.E. 1979. A Model for the Dstermination of an Action Level for Removal of Curene Contaminated

Soll. Memorandum to P.S. Cole, Executive Director, Toxic Substance Control Commision. Lansing Mi.

(e] Hawley, J. 1985 Assessment of Health Risk Associated with Exposure to Contaminated Soil. Risk Analysis, 5:289-302.
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TABLE 3-12
SUMMARY OF INTAKE EQUATIONS FOR DISTANT OFF-SITE
RESIDENTS IN THE CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIO

"-Ingestionchroundwm:
CW*H*]R ¢ ABS * EF * ED
Ling-w = BW ¢ AT
Dermal Contact With Errigated Sofls:
S CF ¢ SA % AF % ABS ¢ ET ¢ EF ¢ ED
Ider-s = BW ¢ AT

where: SA=TBS * FBE
with:
TBS = total body surface area; and
FBE = fraction of body exposed.
Inhalation of Volatiles and Fugitive Dusts:

CA*IR ¢ ET ¢ EF ¢ ED
- Linhal = BW * AT

Dermal Contact With Groundwater (while showering):

CS*CF*SASAF* ABS¢ET ¢*EF *ED

Hder-w = BW* AT .




TABLE 3-13

SUMMARY OF INTAKE PARAMETER VALUES FOR DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT ADULTS
FOR THE CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIO

Assumptions Comments/Reference

Genetal Assumptions for Distant Off-site Resideat Adults:

BW (body welght) = 70Kg mean body welght for an adult [a]

TBS (total body surface area) = 1.94 m2 50th porceatile for adult male [b]

EP (exposure frequency) = 365 days/yr for groundwater, 48 irrigated soils, 24 vols in gw

ED (exposure duration) = 30 yrs sssumed for resident adults

ET (exposure time) = 4 hrs for dermal, 15 min for shower, 24 for inhalation, 1 volatiles in gw

ABS (absorption factor) = 1 (or 100%) assumed absorption for ingestion and inhalation
AT (averaging timcs):

Carcinogenic effects = 70 years mean lifo expecteacy (b)

Chronic effects (noncarc.) = 30 years based on exposute duzation (ED) -
Assumptions for Groundwater Ingestion:

IR (ingestion rate) = 2 L/day recommended for adult [c]
Assumptions 8% Inhalation:

IR (inhalation ratc) = 30 m3/day  (1.25 m3/hr) reasonable maximum daily exposure rate for adults [b)

IR (inhalation rate for shower) = 0.89 m3/hr reasonable maximum indoor exposure rate [b)
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Soils:

FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 1L.1% area of hands and forearms [b]

AR (soll adherence factor) 1.5 mg/cm?2 value for potting soil [d]

ABS (skin absorption factor) 0.25%/hr 1.5%/hr absorption times 15% matrix [e]
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Groundwater (showering):

FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 100% assumes whole body exposed while showering

value for water [a]

PC (chemical permiability factor) = 0.0008 cm/hr

Notes:
[s) U.S. EPA, 1989. Risk Asscssment Guidance For Superfund. Volume I:Human Health Evaluation
Manual (Part A). EPA/540/1-89/002.
[b] U.S. EPA, 1989. Exposure Factors Handbook. EPA/600/8-89/043.

(c] U.S. EPA, 1989, Interim Final Guidance for Soll Ingestion Rates. Memorandum from J. W. Porter. 1/27/89.
{d} Harger, J.R.E. 1979. A Model for the Determination of an Action Level for Removal of Curene Contaminated

Soil. Memorandum to P.S. Cole, Executive Director, Toxic Substance Control Commision. Lansing Mi.

{e] Hawley, J. 1985. Assessment of Health Risk Associated with Exposuze to Contaminated Soil. Risk Analysis, $:289-302.
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TABLE 3-14

SUMMARY OF INTAKE PARAMETER VALUES FOR DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT CHILDREN
FOR THE CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIO

Assumptions

Comments/Reference

Generrl Assumptions for Distant Off-site Resident Children:

BW (body weight) = . M3Kg
TBS (total body surface area) = 1.21 m2
EF (exposure frequency) = 365 dayslyr
ED (exposurs duration) = 16 years
ET (exposure time) = 4 hes
ABS (absorption factor) = 1 (or 100%)
AT (averaging times):
Cercinogenic effects = 70 years
Chronic effects (noncarc.) = 16 years
Assumptions for Groundwater Ingestion:
IR (ingestion rate) . . = 1.5 L/dsy
Assumptions for Inhalation:
IR (inhalation rate) = 30 mi/day  (1.25 m3/hr)
IR (inhatation rate for shower) = 0.89 m3/hr
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Soils:
FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 18.9%
AF (0] adherence factor) 1.5 mp/cm2
ABS (skin ebsorption factor) 0.25%/hr
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Groundwater (showering):
FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 100%

PC (chemical permiability factor) = 0.0008 cm/hr

Notes:
{a] U.S. EPA, 1989, Risk Assessment Guidance For Superfund. Volume I:Human Health Evaluation
Manual (Part A). EPA/540/1-89/002. ,
[} U.S. EPA, 1989. Exposure Factors Handbook, EPA/600/8-89/043.

mean body weight for child aged <3 ~ 18 yrs [a]

50th percentils for malochild 3~ 18 yrs [b]

for groundwater, 96 irrigated soils, 24 vols in gw

assumed for children

for dermal, 15 min for shower, 24 for inhalation, 1 volatiles in gw
assumed absorption for ingestion and inhalation

mean life expectency [b)
based on expostire duration (ED)

assumed for a child, 75% of an adult

reasonable maximum daily exposure rate for adults [b]
reasonable maximum indoor exposure rate [b]

area of hands, forearms and head (b}

value for potting soil [d)
1.5%/hr absorption times 15% metrix {e]

assumes whole body exposed while showering
value for water [a)

{c]) U.S. EPA, 19%9. Interim Finel Guidance for Soil Ingeetion Rates. Memorandum from J. W. Porter. 1/27/29.
(d} Harger, J.R.E. 1979, A Model for the Determination of an Action Level for Removal of Curene Contaminated

Soil. Memorandum to P.S. Cole, Executive Director, Toxic Substance Control Commision, Lansing Mi.

{e) Hawley, J. 1985, Assessment of Health Risk Associated with Exposure to Contaminated Soil. Risk Analysis, 5:229-302.
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TABLE 3-15
SUMMARY OF INTAKE PARAMETER VALUES FOR DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT YOUNG CHILDREN
FOR THE CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIO

Assumptions Commeats/Refereace
Gencral Assumptions for Distant Off-site Resldeat Young Children: :
BW (body welght) = 17.6Kg mean body welght for child aged 3 - 6 yrs [a])
TBS (total body surface arca) = 0.73 m2 50th percentils for male child 3 - 6 yrs [b]
EF (exposure frequency) = 365 dayslyr for groundwater, 96 irrigated soils, 24 vols in gw
ED (exposure duration) = 5 years assumed for young children
ET (exposure time) = " 4hes for dermal, 15 min for bath, 24 for inhalation, 1 volatiles in gw
. ARS (absorption factor) = 1 (or 100%) assumed sbsorption for ingestion and inhalation
AT (averaging times):
Carcinogenic effects , = 70 years mean life expectency [b)
Chuonic effects (noacarc.) = S years based on exposure dutatioa (ED)
Assumptions for Groundwater Ingestion: :
IR (ingestion rate) = 1.5 L/day assumed for & child, 75% of an adult
Assumptions for Inhalation: :
IR (inhalation rate) = 24 m3/day (1 m3/hr) assumed daily exposure rate for child age 6
Assumptions for Dermal Contact to Soils: )
FBE (fraction of body exposed) = 18.9% area of hands, forearms and head [b]
AF (soll adherence factor) 1.5 mg/em2 value for potting soil [d}
ABS (skia absorption factor) 0.25%/hr 1.5%/lir absorption times 15% matrix [e]
Assumptioas for Dermal Contact to Groundwater (showering): . ‘
FBE (fractioa of body exposed) = 100% assumes whole body exposed while bathing
PC (chemical permiability factor) = 0.0008 co/hr value for water [a)
Notes: .
. [a] U.S. EPA, 1989. Risk Assessment Guidance For Superfund, Volume I:Human Health Evaluation
. Manual (Part A). EPA/540/1-89/002,
h (b) U.S. EPA, 1989. Exposure Factors Handbook. EPA/600/8-89/043.
(' (c] U.S. EPA, 1989. Iaterim Final Guidance for Soil Ingestion Rates. Memorandum from J. W. Porter, 1/27/89.
o [d) Harger, J.R.E. 1979. A Model for the Determination of an Actioa Level for Removal of Curene Contaminated
£ Soll. Memotandum to P.S. Cole, Executive Director, Toxic Substance Control Commislon. Lansing Mi.
ro [e] Hawley, J. 1985. Asscssment of Health Risk Associated with Exposure to Coutar=i--:+ Soil. Risk Analysis, 5:289-302.
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TABLE 3-16
LOCATIONS, MEDIA, RECEPTORS AND EXPOSURE PATHWAYS ASSOCIATED
WITH THE WESTINGHOUSE ELEVATOR PLANT SITE
Locations Source Media Exposure Medm ) Receptors Exposure Pathway
Current Land Use Scenario: 4
On-site Surface soils Surface soils . () Maintenance Workers tncidental ingestion
dermal contact
Off-site On-site groundwater Nearsite groundwater (2) Nearby Residents ingestion
. , dermal contact (shower)
Nearsite indoor showerroom air  (b) inhalation
Nearsite irrigated soils () dermal contact
Nearsite air ()] inhalation
J {
Distant off-sitc groundwater  (2) Distant Off-site Residents ingestion
. N : _ dermal contact (shower)
Distant off-site showerroom gir  (b) inhalation
Distant off-site irrigated soils © dermal contact
Distant off-site air @ inhalation
Future Land Use Scenario:
On-site Surface soils Surface soils {2) Mazintenance Workers incidental ingestion
’ dermal contact
Off-site On-site groundwater Nearsite groundwater (s) Nearby Residents ingestion
‘ . dermal contact (shower)
Nearsite indoor showerroom air  (b) inhalation
Nearsite frrigated goils =~ = (¢) dermal contact
Nearsite air @ inhalation
Distant off-site groundwater (2) Distant Off-sitc Residents - ingestion
. dermal contact {shower)
Distant off-site showerroom atr  (b) inhalation
Distant off-site irrigated soils () dermal contact
Distant off-site air @ inhalation
Notes:

(2) - Exposure point concentrations based on & statistical summary of Phase I and/or II analytical data.
(b) - Exposure point concentrations estimated with a shower volatilization model.
(c) = Exposure point concentrations based on a soil irrigation model.
(d) - Exposure point concentrations based on volatilization and fugitive dust emission models and an air dispersion model.




TABLE 3-17
EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS FOR VARIOU:: -7 MEDIA
EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS FOR ON-SITB SURPACE SOILS
Concentration
Concentration Degreasing Fluid Cunseatration Concentration
in Remots Spout Storage Tank Concentration Railroad Dock Old Waste Drum
. Fill Line Arca Arca Pumphouss Arca Arca Storzgs Arca
Chemical-of-Interest (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (@g/Kp (mg/KD (mg/Kg)
1.1-Dichlorocthane 7Y na 0.088 o2 oa
1,1,1-Tricklorocthans na na 0.432 na na
Xylenes (total) na na na 5.128 o
PCB-1254 na ns 0.518 n na

EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS FOR NEARSITE GROUNDWATER FOR CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIOS

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concea in Air
Irrigated Air from Showesroom Concentration from Groundwater
. Sail Irrigated Soil Air Groundwater during Irrigation
Chemical-of-Intesest (g/Xg) (mg/m3) {g/m3) (mg/L) (mg/m3)

1,1-Dichlorocthers 1.56E-02 1.04E-07 1.91E-02 1.20E-02 5.36E-08
1,1-Dichlorocthane 1.50E-03 9.96E-09 3.95E-03 2.50E-03 1.11E-05
1,2-Dichlorocthens (otal) 7.00E-04 4.65E-09 3.46E-03 2.50E-03 9.73E-06
1,2-Dichlorocthans 2.95E-03 1.96B-08 3.80E-03 2.50E-03 1.09B-05
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 1.15E-01 7.66B-07 5.378-02 3.80E-02 1.51E-04
Trickloroctliens 1.13B+00 7.52E8-06 §.34E-01 4.50E-01 1.78E-03

EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS FOR DISTANT OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER POI CURRENT LAND USE SCENARIO

Conceatration Concentration Canceatration Concen in Alr
Irrigated Air from Showerroom Concentration from Groundwater
Soil Yrrigated Soil Alr Groundwater during Irrigation
Chemical-of-Interest (mg/Xg) (mg/m3) {mg/m3) (mg/L) (mg/m3)

1,1-Dichiorocthens 7.80E~03 5.138-08 9.54EB-03 6.00E-03 2.68E-05
1,1-Dichlorocthane 1.50E~03 9.96E~09 3.95E-03 2.50E-03 1.11E-05
1,2-Dichlorocthens (total) 7.00B-04 4.65B~09 3.45E-03 2.50E-03 9.73B-06
1,2-Dichlorocthane 2.95E~03 1.96E~08 3.89E-03 2.50E-03 1.09E-05
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2.13E-02 1.41B-07 9.39E-03 7.00E-03 2.78B-08
Trichloroethens S5.79E-01 3.85E~06 3. 24E-01 2.30E-01 9.10E-04

EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS FOR DISTANT OFF-SITE GROUNDWATER FOR FUTURE LAND USE SCENARIO

Concentration Conceatration Conceatration Concen fa Alr
Irvigated Air from Showerroom Concentration from Groundwater
Soil Trrigated Soil Ale Groundwater during Irrigaticn
Chemical-of-Interest (mgK®) - (rog/m3) (mg/m3) (mg/L) ) (mg/m3)

1,1-Dichlorocthens 1.56B-02 1.04E-07 1.91E-02 1.20B-02 5.36B-03
1,1~Dichlorocthans 1.50E-03 9.96B-09 3.95E-03 2.50E-03 1.11B-0S
1,2-Dichloroetheps (total) 7.00E-04 4.65B-09 3.46B-03 2.50E-03 9.73E-06
1,2~Dichlorocthans 2.95E-03 1.96E-08 3.89E-03 2.50E-03 1.09E-0§
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 1.1SB-01 7.66E-07 5.37E-02 3.80E-02 1.51E-04
Trichloroctheas 1.13B+00 7.52B-06 6.34E-01 4.50E-01 1.78E-03

NOTES:
na - Compound is not a compound of interest for this media at this location.
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TABLE 4-1
COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST FOR TOXICITY ASSESSMENT

PARAMETERS
VOLATILE ORGANICS

1,1-Dichloroethane
1,2-Dichloroethane
1,1-Dichloroethene
1,2-Dichloroethene
- 1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Trichklorethene
Xylene

PCB - Arochlor 1254
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TABLE 4-2

NONCARCINOGENIC TOXICITY DATA FOR COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST

REFERENCE DOSES
. CHRONIC UNCERTAINTY FACTORS
COMPOUND C Oral Inhalation
wg/Kg-day mg/Kg~day Oral Inhalation SOURCE
VOLATILE ORGANICS T
1,1-Dichlorocthans 0.1 0.1 1000 1000 HEAST
1,2-Dichlorocthane
1,1-Dichlorocthens 0.009 ND 1000 NA HEAST
1,2-Dichlorocthens 0.02 ND 1000 NA IRIS
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.09 0.3 1000 1000 HEAST
Trichloroethene
Xylens 2 0.085 100 100 HEAST

PCB - Arochlor 1254

ABBREVIATIONS
IRIS - Integrated Risk Information System

HEAST - Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables Fourth Quarter 1990

* Verified RfDs for water (0.0005) aad food (0.001)
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ND - Not Determined
NA - Not Applicable
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TABLE 4-3
HEALTH ADVISORIES

MG/L

COMPOUND ONE DAY

MG/L
TEN DAY

VOLATILE ORGANICS

1,1-Dichloroethane B 0.74

1,2-Dichloroethane
1,1~Dichloroethene
1,2-Dichloroethene
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene
Xylene

PCB - Arochlor 1254

0.74
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TABLE 4-4
CARCINOGENIC TOXICITY DATA '
CANCER SLOPE FACTOR

Carcinogen Inhalation
COMPOUND Classification Source {mg/Kg-day)-1 (mg/Kg-day)-1 Source
VOLATILE ORGANICS
1,1~-Dichiorocthane C HEAST ND ND HEAST
1,2-Dichlorocthane B2 IRIS 0.051 0.091 IRIS
1,1-Dichloroethene (o} IRIS 1.2 0.6 IRIS
1,2-Dichlorocthene
1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethens B2 HEAST 0.011 0.017 HEAST
Xylene
PCB - Arochlior 1254 B2 HEAST 1.7 ND IRIS

ABBREVIATIONS

IRIS ~ Integrated Risk Information System

HEAST - Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables Fourth Quarter 1990

ND -~ Not Determined
NA - Not Applicable

[T ol L S

PRPRE VO W

- ey

e

RORV



o~ oy AT
e o

b E N R

o

-~
- A

c

TABLE 4-5
TOXICITY DATA FOR COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST

CHRONIC UNCERTAINTY
REFERENCE DOSES » FACTORS CANCER SLOPE FACTORS

ORAL INHALATION ORAL INHALATION
COMPOUND mg/Kg-day mg/Ke-day ORAL INHALATION (mg/Kg—day)-1 (mg/Kg-day)-1
VOLATILE ORGANICS
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.1 0.1 1000 1000 ND ND
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.091 0.091
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.009 ND 1000 NA 1.2 0.6
1,2-Dichloroethene 0.02 ND 1000 NA
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.09 0.3 1000 1000 .
Trichloroethene ‘ 0.011 0.017
Xylene 2 0.035 100 - 100
PCB - Arochlor 1254 11 . ND

ND Not Determined
NA Not Applicable
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TABLE 4-6
ARARS FOR THE PLANT SITE

ARARs FOR COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST IN GROUNDWATER

MCLGs MCLs ARAR

Compounds-of-Interest (mg/L) (mg/L) (mg/L)
1,1~-Dichlorocthene 0.007 0.007 0.007 (a)
1,1-Dichlorocthane af of of
1,2~Dichlorocthens (total) 0.07 0.07 007 )
1,2~Dichlorocthane 0 0.005 0.005 (o)
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.2 0.2 02 (a)
Trichlorocthene "0 0.005 0.005 (o)
NOTES:
(a) - curreat MCLG.

@) - Current MCLG for cis~1,2-DCE. Currcot MCLG for trans-1,2-DCE is 0.1 mg/L.
(c) = Current MCL, curreat MCLG cquals zeco.
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TABLE 5-1
K_/; COMPARISON OF ARARS FOR THE PLANT SITE TO
EXPOSURE POINT CONCENTRATIONS FOR COMPOUNDS OF INTEREST IN GROUNDWATER
Exposure
Point Exposure Point Concentrations
Concentrations for Distant Ofi-site Groundwater
Groundwater for Nearsite Current Future
ARAR Groundwater (a) Scenario Scenario
Compounds-of-Interest __(mg/L) (mglL) (mgL) (mg/L)
1,1-Dichlorocthene 0.007 (b) 0.0120 (¢) 0.0060 0.0120 (c)
1,1-Dichloroethane of 0.0025. 0.0025 0.0025
1,2-Dichlorocthene (total) 0.07 (c) 0.0025 0.0025 0.0025
1,2-Dichlorocthane 0.005 (d) 0.0025 0.0025 0.0025
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 0.2 (®) 0.0330 0.0070 0.0380
Trichloroethene 0.005 () 0.4500 (e) 0.2300 (e) 0.4500 (¢)

NOTES: :

{2) - Concentration for nearsite groundwater is applicable for both current and future gcenario.
(b) - Current MCLG.

(¢) = Current MCLG for ¢is-1,2-DCE. Curreat MCLG for trans~1,2-DCE is 0.1 mg/L.

(d) ~ Current MCL, current MCLG equals zero.

(e) = Concentration exceeds ARAR.




TABLE 5-2
CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR
ON-SITE MAINTENANCE WORKERS - CURRENT AND FUTURB SCENARIO

Incideatal Tacidental Demmal Dermal
Ingestion of Ingostioa of Coalact with Coalact with
Pumphouso Railroad Dock Pumphouse Railroad Dock Tolal Total -
Chemical-of-Interest Arca Soils Arca Soils Asca Soils Arca Soils Onl Inhal Tolal
1,1-Dichlorocthane 0.008+00 " 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00
1,1,1=Trichlorocthane 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00
Xyleaes (loial) 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 - 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
PCB-1254 9.37E-08 0.00B+00 6.058-08 0.00B+00 1.54B-07 0.00E+00 1.54B-07
9.378-08 0.00B+00 6.038-08 0.00B+00 1.54B-07 0.00E+00 1.54B-07
PER OF RISK BY P, CHE L
1,1-Dichlosocthanse < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% 0.00%
1,1,1-Trichlogocthane < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% 0.00%
Xytenos (lolal) < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0.0001% 0.00%
PCB-1254 60.7526% < 0.0001% 39.2474 % < 0.0001% 100.0000% < 0.0000% 100.00%
60.75% 0.00% 39.25% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00%
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TABLE 5-3

CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
ON-SITE MAINTENANCE WORKERS - CURRENT AND FUTURE SCENARIO

Tncidontal Tncidental Dermsl ] Dermal
Ingestion of Ingestion of Contact with Contact with
Pumphouse Railroad Dock Pumphouse Raitroad Dock Total Total o
Chomicst-of-Interest Area Sofs Area Softs Aroa Solls Aroa Soils On Tnhel Totat
1.1-Dichloroethenc 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 . 0.0 0.00 0.00
Xylones (rota) 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00
PCB-1254 0.00 - 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichtoroethene 6.5%07% < 0.0001% amies < 0.0001% 10.7877% < 0.0001% 10.78%
1,1,1-Trichloroothene 95.3200% < 0.0001% - 2.838% < 0.0001% 58.1536% < 0.0001% 58.15%
Xyloncs Qotst) < 0.0001% 18.8720% < 0.0001% 12.1917% 31.0637% < 0.0001% 31.06%
PCR-1254 < 0.0001% < 0.0001% < 0,0001% < 0.0001% < 0,0001% ‘< 0.0001% 0.00%
a1.08% 18.97% 27.06% 12.19% 100.00% . 0.00%
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TABLE 54
CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR
NEARSITE RESIDENT ADULTS - CURRENT AND FUTURE SCENARIO

Dermal Inhalation Dermal
Conlact Alr from Inhalation Inhalation Coalact )
rrigated Irsigated Showorroom Volatiles from Groundwater Ingeation Tolal Total
Chomical-of-Inlcrest Solls Soil Ale Irsigation ia Shower Groundwater Oral Inhal Tolal
1,1-Dichlorocthens 4.87B-08 1.14E-08 1.568-08 1.62B-08 3.41B-07 1.76E-04 1.778-04 1.56E-05 1.92B-04
1,1-Dichlorocthane 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00
1,2-Dichlotocthens (lotal) 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.008+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00
1,2-Dichlorosthans 6.98E-10 3.268-10 481607 5.01B-10 5.398-09 2.79E-06 2,.798-06 4.828-07 3.218-06
1,1,1-Trichlotoothane 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00
Trichlorocthens 3.24B-08 2.34B-08 1.46B-05 1.52B-08 1.17B-07 6.06B-05 6.088-05 1.47B-05 7.54B-05
3.188-08 3.51B-08 3.078-05 3.19E-08 4.64B-07 2.40B-04 " 2.40B-04 3.07B-05 2.T1E-04
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichiorocthene 0.02% 0.00% 5.74% 0.01% 0.13% 65.06% 65.21% 5.75% 70.96%
1,1-Dichlorocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlorocthens (toial) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlorocthans 0.00% 0.00% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 1.03% 1.03% 0.18% 1.21%
1,1,1-Trichlorocthine 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% -0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Trichlorocthene 0.01% 001% 5.405_ 0.01% 0.04% 2.37% 2.42% S41% 27.83%
0.03% 0.01% 11.32% 0.01% 0.17% $8.46% 83.66% 11.34% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-5

CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
NEARSITE RESIDENT ADULTS - CURRENT AND FUTURE SCENARIO

Dermal Inhalation Dermsl
Contact Alr from Inhalation Inhaistion Contsct )
Treigated freigated Showerroom Volatiles from Crovndwater Ingestion Total - Total
Chemical-of-Interost Solls Sofl Al Trripation in Shower Groundwater Oral Inhsl Total
1,1-Dichioroethene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.4 0.4 0.00 0.04
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichlorocthene (total) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichiorocthane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0,00 0.01
Trichloroethene 0.00 0.00 0.00 _ 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0,00 0.00 0.00
000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 005 0.00 0.06
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichioroethone 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 63.93% - 69.09% 0.00% 69.09%
1,1-Dichlorocthane 0.00% ~ 0.00% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 1.29% 1.30% 0.23% 1.52%
1,2-Dithioroethens (total) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 6.46% 6.48% 0.00% 6.48%
1,2-Dichlorocthane 0.00% - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
t,1,1=Trichlorocthane 0.01% 0.00% 1.03% 0.00% 0.04% 21.83% 21.89% 1.03% 22.92%
Trichloroethene 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0.0%% 0.@5 1.25% 0,00% 0.19% 98.52% 95.74% 1.26% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-6
CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR
NEARSITE RESIDENT CHILDREN ~ CURRENT AND FUTURE SCENARIO

Demmal Inhalstion Dermal
Coalact Alr from Iabalation Inbalation Coatact
Ierigated larigated Showertoom Volatilcs from Groundwaler Ingestion Total Total
Chemical-of-lalerest Soils Soil Ale Irsigation in Shower Groundwater Oral Inhal Tolal
1,1-Dichlorosthens 1.138-07 1. 24E-08 1.69E-05 1.76E-08 2.32B-07 1.44B-04 1.44B-04 1.70E-05 1.61B-04
1.1-Dichlotocthane 0.008+00 0.008+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00
1,2-Dichlorocthene (lotal) 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.002+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00
1,2-Dichlotrocthanc 1.61E-09 3.58E-10 5. 4B-07 S.dLE-1n 3.668-09 2.271B-06 2.28B-06 S5.24E-07 2.80E-06
1,1,1-Trichiorocthans 0.008+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.0CE+ 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.008+00 0.00B+00
Trichlorocthons T.49E-08 2.558-08 1.59B-08 1.66E~08 7.96B-08 4.958-03 4.96B-03 1.60E-0S 6.56E-08
1.89B-07 3.828-08 3.M4E-05 3.478-08 3.158-07 1.96E-04 1.96B-04 3.34B-05 2.30E-04
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL

1,1-Dichlorocthens 0.05% 0.01% 7.31% 0.01% 0.10% 62.68% 62.83% 7.38% 70.21%
1,1-Dichlorocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlotocthons (total) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlotocthans 0.00% 0.00% 0.23% 0.00% 0.00% 0.99% 0.9% 0.23% 1.22%
1,1,1~Trichlorocthanoe 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Trichloroethcns 0.03% 0.01% 6.93% 0.01% 0.03% 21.55% 21.61% 6.95% 28.57%
0.08% 0.02% 14.53% 0.02% 0.14% 85.21% $5.43% 14.57% 100.00%




TABLE 5-7

CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
NEARSITE RESIDENT CHILDREN - CURRENT AND FUTURE SCENARIO

Dermat Inhalstion Dermal
Contact Alr from Inhalation Inhalstion Contact
Trrigated Frrigated Showerroom Voistiles from Groundwater Ingestion Total Totsl
Chemical-of-Interest Soils Soil Alr Frripation in Shower Groundwater On Inhat Totsl
1,1-Dichlorocthene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.06 0.00 0.06
1,1-Dichlorocthane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichiorocthens (totel) 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
1,2-Dichioroethane ) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0,00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02
Trichloroethene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0,00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0,00 0.0@ 0.03 0.00 0.08
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichiorocthene 0.05% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 68.63% 68.79% 0.00% 63.79%
1,1-Dichiorocthene 0.00% 0.00% 0.30% 0.00% 0.00% 1.29% 1.29% 0.30% 1.599%
1,2-Dichioroethene Qotel) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 6.43% 6.45% 0.00% 6.45%
1,2-Dichlorocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,1,1=Trichorocthane 0.04% 0.00% 1.96% 0.00% 0.03% 21.73% 21.81% 1.37% - 23.17%
Trichloroethene 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0.09% 0.00% 1.66% 0,00% - 0.16% 93.08% 98.33% 1.67% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-8
CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR

NEARSITE RESIDENT YOUNG CHILDREN - CURRENT AND FUTURE SCENARIO

Dermal Inhaiativa Dermal
Contact Air from Inhalation of Conlact N
Lerigated Irvigated Volatlics from Grovadwaler Ingestion Total Tolal -
Chemical-of-Interest Solls Soll Lssigation ia Bath Groundwalor Oral Inhal Tolal
1,1-Dichloroethens 4.138-08 6.03B-09 $.58B-09 $.51B-03 $.7T7B8-03 $.76E-0$ 1.46B-08 $.78E-05
1,1-Dichlotocthans 0.00E+00 0.008+00 0.008+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+«00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
1,2-Dichlorocibens ((oial) 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
1,2-Dichlotocthans 5.93E-10 1.738-10 2.65E~10 1.345-09 1.38B-06 1.39B~06 4.39B-10 1.39B-06
1,1,1~Trichlorocthane 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0,00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00
Trichlorocthens 2.758-08 1.24B-08 8.08E-09 2.928-08 3.01B-05 3.02E-05 2.05E-08 3.02B-05
6.93B-08 1.86B-08 1.69E8~08 1.168-07 1.19B-04 1.19B-04 3.56E-08 1.198-04
RISK BY. CAL
1,1-Dichlozosihens 0.03% 0.01% 0.01% 0.07% 73.42% 73.52% 0.01% 73.54%
1,1-Dichlorocibane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichiorocthens (total) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlotocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.16% 1.16% 0.00% 1.16%
1,1.1-Trichlorocthans 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Trichlosocthcas 0.02% 0.01% 0.01% 0.02% 25.4% 25.28% 0.02% 25.30%
0.06% 0.02% 0.01% 0.10% 99.92% 9.97% 0.03% 100.00%
I
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TABLE 5-9

CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
NEARSITE RESIDENT YOUNG CHILDREN -~ CURRENT AND FUTURE SCENARIO

Dermel Inhalation Dermal
Contact Alr from Inhalation of Contact
Trrigated Trrigrted Volatiles from Qroundwster Ingestion Total Total -
Chemical-of-Interest Solls Sofl ITrrigation in Bath Qroundwater Orsl Inhat Total
1,1-Dichlorocthene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.11 . 0.11 0.00 0.11
1,1-Dichioroethane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichloroethens (total) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
1,2-Dichioroethane 0.00 0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1=-Trichlorocthens 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04
Trichlorocthene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0. 16‘ 0.00 0.16
OF RISK BY PA’ 'AY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichioroethens 0.03% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% 69.86% 69.96% 0.00% 69.96%
1,1-Dichioroethune 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 1.31% 1.31% 0.00% 1.31%
1,2-Dichiorocthens (total) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 6.55% 6.56% 0.00% 6.56%
1,2-Dichloroethene 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,1,1=Trichlorocthmns 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 22.12% 22.17% 0.00% 22.17%
Trichloroethene 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0.06% 0.00% 0.00% 0.10% 99.04% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-10

" CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR
DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT ADULTS ~ CURRENT SCENARIO

Dermal Inhalation Dermal
Coalact Alr from Inhalation Inhafation Contact
Ierigated Irrigatod Showetroom Volatilcs from Grouadwaler Ingeslion Tolal Tolal -
Chemical-of-Interest Soils Soil Ale _Lirigation ia Shower Grovndwates Ogal Iahal Tolal
1.1-Dichlotosthens 2.438~08 5.69B-09 71.718B-06 $.09E-09 1.71E8-07 §.82E-0S 8.84B-05 7.798-06 9.61E-03
1,1-Dichlorocthans 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B«00 0,008+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
1,2-Dichioroethens (tolal) 0.008+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+«00 0.00E+00
1,2-Dichlorecthane 6.98E~10 3.268-10 4.81B-07 5.01B-10 5.39E-09 2.79E-06 2.79E-06 4,82E-07 3.27E-06
1,1,1-Trichlososthane 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.006+00 0.00E+00
Trichlotosiheas 1.665-08 1.20E-08 T7.48E-06 1.786-09 5.99B-08 3.10E-05 3.11E-05 7.50E-06 3.86E-GS
4.16E~08 1.80B-08 1.57B-0S 1.64B-08 2.368-07 1.228-04 1.228-04 " 1.58B-08 1.38E-04
OR RISK BY P. \WAY BY C!
1,1-Dichlorocthons 0.02% 0.00% 5.64% 0.01% 0.12% 63.90% HA.04% 5.65% 69.69%
1,1-Dichlotocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ©0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichiorocthens (lotal) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% G.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlorocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.35% 0.00% 0.00% 2.02% 2.02% 0.35% 2.37%
1,1,1-Trichlotocthano 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Trichlotoethens 0.01% 0.01% 5.42% 001 % 0.04% 22.45% 2.51% 35.43% 7.94%
0.03% 0.01% 11.40% 0.01% 0.17% £3.37% $8.57% 11.43% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-11

¢

CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT ADULTS ~ CURRENT SCENARIO

Dermst Inhalation Dermal
Contect Alr from Inbelation Inhalation Contact
Trrigated Irrigated Showerroom Volatites from Qromndwater Ingestion Tots) Totsl -
Chemicat-of-Intorest Solls Solt Alr Irrigation in Shower Groundwater Onl Tnhal Totsl
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 Y 0.02 0.00 002
1,1-Dichloroethene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichtorocthene (total) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichloroothene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1-Trichloroethene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Trichloroetheno 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.8 0.03 0.00 008
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichoroethens 0.02% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% © 0.14% nN% nO% 0.00% nO%
1,1-Dichloroethane 0.00% 0.00% 0.48% 0.00% 0.01% 2.76% 2.711% 0.43% 3.25%
1,2-Dichloroethens (tota) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 13.82% 13.05% 0.00% 13.95%
1,2-Dichioroethane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,1,1-Trichloroethene 0.01% 0.00% 0.40% 0.00% 0.02% 8.60% 8.62% 0.41% 2.03%
Trichlorocthens 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0.03% 0.00% 0.09% 0.00% 0.19% 93.09% 9.11% 0.99% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-12
CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR
DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT CHILDREN - CURRENT SCENARIO

Dermal Inhalation Deommal
Conlact Alr from Iahalatica Inbalation Coalact
Irrigated Irtigated Showerteom Yoladiice from Groundwater Ingestion Tolal Tolal
Chomical-of-Interest Soils Soll Ale Issigation in Shower Grouadwaler Orsl Inhal | Tolal
1,1-Dichlotocthens $.63E-08 6.19E-09 8.46E-06 $.81E-09 1.16B-07 7.20B-05 7.21B-05 8.48B-06 $.06E-05
1,1-Dichlotocthane 0.00E+00 0.00BE+00 0.00E+00 0.00E«00 0.00E+ 00 0.00B+00 0.008+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00
1,2-Dichlorocthens (tolal) 0.00E+00 0.008+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0,00E+00 0.008+00
1,2-Dichlotecthane 1.61E-09 3.558-10 $.248-07 S$.45E-10 3.66B-09 2.21B-06 2.238-06 5.24B-07 2.80E-06
1,1,1~Trichlotocthane 0.008+00 0.G0E+00 0.00B8+60 0.00E+»00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0,00B+00 0.00E«00
Trichlorocthens 3.938-08 1.308-08 8.14B-06 $.47E-09 4.078-08 2.53E-05 2.54B-05 8.16B-06 3,358-05
9.62B-08 1.96E-03 1.71E-08 1.788-08 1.60B-07 9.95B-05 9.98E-05 1.72B-05 1.178-04
PERCENT QOF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichlorocthene 0.05% 0.01% 1.4% 001% 0.10% 61.54% 61.68% 7.25% 68.93%
1,1~Dichlotocthine 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlosocthene (total) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlotocthans 0.00% 0.00% 0.435% 0.00% 0.00% 1.94% T 1.95% 0.45% 2.40%
1,1,1=Trichlosoothane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Trichlotocthens 0.03% 0.01% 6.96% 0.01% 0.03% 21.62% 21.69% 6.98% 28.67%
0.08% 0.02% 14.64% 0.02% 0.14% $5.10% §5.32% 14.68% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-13
CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT CHILDREN - CURRENT SCENARIO

Dermal Inhnlation Dermal
Contact Alr from Inhalstion Infalation Contact
Trrigated Trrigated Showerroom Volatiles from Groondwater Ingestion - Totsl Total :
Chemical-of-Interest Soils Soft Alr Trrigation in Shower QGrouondwater Orl Inhat Total
1,1-Dichtorocthens 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ] 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.03
1,1-Dichlorocthane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichioroethene (otsl) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.0t 0.00 0.01
1,2-Dichlorcethane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1-Trichtoroethana 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Trichlorocthens 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 . 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04' 0.00 0.04
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichloroethens 0.06% - 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.12% 73.49% T3.65% 0.00% 73.65%
1,1-Dichiorocthane 0.00% 0.00% . 0.64% 0.00% 0.00% 2.76% 2.76% 0.64% su%
1,2-Dichloroethens (total) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% . 13.78% 13.80% 0.00% 13.80%
1,2-Dichloroethane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% ' 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,1,1=-Trichloroethane 0.02% 0.00% 0.54% 0.00% 0.01% 8.57% 8.60% ' 0.54% 9.14%
Trichloroethene 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0.08% 0.00% 1.18% 0.00% 0.16% 98.58% 98.92% 1.18% 100.00%
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CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR

TABLE 5-14

DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT YOUNG CHILDREN ~ CURRENT SCENARIO

Deérmal Inhalation Dermal
Cootact Alr from Inhalation Contact
Irrigaied Lrrigated Volatilos from Groundwaler Ingestion Total Total -
Chemical~of-Inlerest Soils Soll Issigation in Bath Groundwater Gial Iahal Total
1,1-Dichiorocthens 2.078-08 3.02E-09 4.29B-09 4.258-038 4,388-05 4.39E-05 1.31B~09 4.39E-05
1,1-Dichlosocthans 0.008+00 0.00E+0 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00
1,2-Dichlososthens (total) 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00
1,2-Dichlososthans 5.93B-10 1.738~10 2.65B-10 1.M4E-09 1.36E-06 1.39B-06 4.39E~10 1.39B-06
1,1,1-Trichlorosthane 0.00E+00 0.008+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E«00 0.00E+00
Trichlorocthons 1.41E-08 6.35E~09 4.138-09 1.49E-08 1.54E-03 1.54B-05 1.05B-08 1.54B-08
3.53B-08 9.54E~09 8.69B-09 5.88E-08 6.06B-03 6.07B-05 l.-DZB-OO 6.07B-05
OF RIS PATHWAY 1C,
1,1-Dichlorocthens 0.03% 0.00% 0.01% 0.07% T2.17% T2.28% 0.01% 72.29%
1,1-Dichlorosthans 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlorocthone (lotal) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichlosocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.28% 2.28% 0.00% 2.28%
1.1,1-Trichlorocthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Trichlotosthcas 002% 0.01% 0.01% 0.02% 25.36% 25.41% 0.02% 25.43%
0.06% 0.02% 0.01% 0.10% 9.81% 9.97% 0.03% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-15
CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT YOUNG CHILDREN - CURRENT SCENARIO

Dermal Inhalation Dermal
Contact Alr from Tnhalation Contsct
Frrigated Trrigated Volatiles from Groundwater Ingestion Total Totsl )
Chemicsl-of-Interest Soils Sofl Irvigation in Bath Groundwater Oral Inhel Totsl
1,1=Dichioroethens 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 ] 0.06 0.00 0.06
1,1-Dichiorocthane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichloroethene (total) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01
1,2=-Dichloroethane ' - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1-Trichlorocthane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.0t 0.00 0.01
Trichloroethens - - 0,00 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.08 . "o;oo 0.08
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichiorocthene " 0.04% 0.00% 0.00% 0.07% T4.43% 74.53% . 0.00% 74.53%
1,1-Dichtorocthane . _O.NS 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 2.79% 2.79% 0.00% 2.79%
1,2-Dichlorocthene (total) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 13.95% 13.97% 0.00% 13.97%
1,2-Dichioroecthans 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% - 0.00% 0.00%
1,1,1=Trichloroethane 0.01% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 8.63% 8.70% 0.00% 2.70%
Trichloroethens 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0.05% 0.00% 0,00% 0.10% 99.85% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-16
CANCER RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL FOR
DISTANT OFF-SITE RESIDENT ADULTS - FUTURE SCENARIO

Dermal Inhalation Dermal
Coalact Ale from Iabalation Inhalatioa Coniact
Ierigated Lesigated Showerroom Volatlles from Groundwaler Ingeation Total Tolal -
Chenvical-of~Interest Soils Soil Ale Ltrigation in Shower Grovadwater Oral Inhal Total
1,1~-Dichlorocthens 4.878-08 1.146-08 1.56E-08 1.62B-08 3.418-07 1.76B-04 1.778-04 1.56E-05 1.92E-04
1,1-Dichiorocthans 0,00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.00E+00 0.008+00 0.008+00 0.00E+«00 0.00B+00
1,2~Dichlorocihene (lolal) 0.00E+00 0.00E+«00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.008+00
1,2~Dichlosocthanc 6.98E~10 3.26E-10 4.318-07 5.01E-10 $.39E-09 2,798-06 2.9E-06 4.82B-07 3.27B-06
1,1,1-Trichlioroothans 0.00B+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.008+00 0.00H8+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00 0.00B+00 0.00E+00
Trichlorosihens 3.24E-08 2.348-08 1.46B-05 1.528-08 1.178-07 6.06E-05 6.08E-03 1.47B-05 7.54B-05
$.18E-08 3.51B-08 3.078-05 3.198-08 4.64E-07 2.40B-04 2.40E-04 '3.078-03 2.11E-04
RISK BY P, WAY BY C IC
1,1-Dichlorocthens 0.02% 0.00% 5.74% 0.01% 0.13% 65.06% 65.21% 5.75% 70.96%
1,1-Dichlorocthans 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2-Dichloroctbens (tolal) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,2~Dichlorocthans 0.00% 0.00% 0.18% 0.00% 0.00% 1.03% 1.03% 0.18% 1.21%
1,1,8=Trichlococthane 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Trichlorocthens 0.01% 0.01% 5.40% 0.01% 0.04% 2.37% 2.42% 541% 27.83%
0.03% 0.01% 11.32% : 0.01% 0.17% 83.46% $8.66% 11.34% 100.00%
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TABLE 5-17

CHRONIC HAZARD INDEX BY PATHWAY AND CHEMICAL FOR
DISTANT OFF-STTE RESIDENT ADULTS - FUTURE SCENARIO

Dermsl Inhelation Dermal
Contact Alr from Inhslstion Inhalstion Contact
Irrigated hrrigated Showerroom Volatiles from QGroundwater Ingestion Totsl Total -
Chemical-of-Interest Solls Soil Alr Frrigation in Shower Gromndwator Onl Inhal Tota{
1,1-Dichioroethene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.04
1,1=Dichiorocthane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2-Dichiorocthens Qotal) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,2=-Dichlorocthane - 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1,1,1=Trichlorocthane 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.m 0.00 0.01
Trichiorocthene 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.IXQ 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.06
PERCENT OF RISK BY PATHWAY BY CHEMICAL
1,1-Dichlorocthens Q.(ﬂ% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.13% 68.93% 69.09% 0.00% 69.09%
1,1-Dichiorocthenc 0.00% 0.00% 0.23% _ 0.00% 0.00% 1.29% 1.30% 0.23% 1.52%
1,2-Dichloroethene Qotal) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 6.46% 64%% 0.00% 6.48%
1,2-Dichloroethano 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 0.01% 0.00% 1.03% 0.00% 0.04% 21.83% 21.89% 1.03% 22,92%
Trichloroethene 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.90% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0.03% 0.00% 1.25% 0.00% 0.19% T 93.52% 93.74% 1.26% 100.00%
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